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Verbal Inspiration — a Stumbling-Block to the Jews 
and Foolishness to the Greeks 


(Continued) 


“The vast majority of the difficulties and objections arise from 
erroneous preconceptions and false presuppositions, untenable as- 
sumptions and unfounded assertions, strange misconceptions and 
persistent misrepresentations, by mistakes and misstatements of 
the questions — with all the fallacious inferences therefrom. . . 


The prevalence of errors in Scripture is proclaimed ad nauseam in 
many of our current reviews, both theological and general; in 
periodicals, both religious and secular; and in many of the recent 
books bearing on the question.” (H.M’Intosh, Is Christ Infallible 
and the Bible True? Pp. 473, 621.) At the risk of nauseating the 
reader we shall discuss a few more of the sophistries and absurdi- 
ties with which the moderns assail the verbal inspiration and the 
infallibility of the Bible. 

Assertion No.9: The production of an absolutely infallible 
book by human writers, through divine inspiration, would consti- 
tute a miracle, and, as we have just told you, miracles do not occur. 
— We have here a special application of the principle responsible 
for Assertion No. 8. An ax-head cannot swim; the laws of physics 
forbid that. And the holy writers, being fallible men, cannot be 
made to produce an infallible book; the laws of psychology forbid 
that. We are not surprised when men who reject the plenary in- 
spiration, the infallibility, of the Bible because of the many miracles 
it records, will become the more vehement in their protest when 
they are told that the Bible is itself a miracle, of miraculous origin, 
the result of a direct, immediate, unique operation of God. Con- 
sistency and logic is on their side, to that extent. But their premise 
is false. Assertions 8 and 9 are produced by the same logical 
fallacy, the same petéPaois cig GAO yévoc. 
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The liberals among the moderns assert that God could not have 
given us through fallible men an infallible book. That would con- 
stitute a miracle. The conservatives among them do not deny that 
God performs miracles. They aim to remove the offense which the 
“errors” in the Bible present to carnal reason by claiming that God 
did not perform the miracle of giving to mankind an infallible 
Bible.1°%) What we said under Assertion No. 2 takes care of that. 
What we are now dealing with is the assertion that “a human book 
divine” is an impossible concept. 

Just that is asserted. Kahnis (Lutheran) said: “The presup- 
position that the gospels contain no erroneous statements and con- 
tradictions flouts the eternal laws to which the Creator subjected 
the human mind.” (See Proceedings, Syn. Conference, 1902, p. 24.) 
True, the knowledge of any man is limited and his reasoning 
subject to error. But when Kahnis uses the term “eternal laws” 
to describe this situation, he is asserting that it is not possible for 
the power of God to intervene and change the situation. J. M. 
Gibson agrees with Kahnis, emphasizing the thought that, if a man 
were given the power to utter the eternal wisdom of God and 
write down absolute truth, he would be unmanned, dehumanized. 
“The defenders of the authoritative inspiration of the Scriptures 
have postulated as a necessity of the case the emancipation of all 
the writers of Scripture from the effects of human weakness and 
limitation. They have said that, if we cannot have the guarantee 
that every word these holy men of old have written expresses 
accurately and only the mind of God, the whole thing is useless, 
because, if these people who are the vehicles of revelation cannot 
be trusted in everything, they can be trusted in nothing.... Ac- 
cording to this theory it was supposed that men inspired of God 
must be so completely unmanned, as it were, so thoroughly deified, 
that they could speak, like supermen, with absolute scientific pre- 
cision on every subject they touched. ... The treasure is in 
earthen vessels. ... We cannot claim perfection for any of the 
organs or vehicles of inspiration. ... We see no grounds for be- 
lieving that God has wrought a continual miracle for the purpose of 
preserving from all possible error every line and word of the 
Bible.” (The Inspiration and Authority of Scripture, pp. 32, 90, 123, 
144.) Gibson cannot conceive the thought that God could endow 





106) Superintendent Kier: “It has not pleased God to perform the 
miracle: of having His witnesses speak and write inerrantly.” (See 
Proceedings, Iowa District, 1897, p.36.) S.Goebel (Reformed): “Our 
Bible nowhere and nowise makes the claim that it was produced by 
a miraculous, immediate act of God. The Bible records miracles. But 
it does not assert that it owes its origin to a special miracle by which 
=. ——” was supernaturally produced” (Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kztg., 
926, No. 40). 
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the prophets and apostles, while writing under inspiration, with 
immunity against all error —a quality which no other mortals ever 
possessed or will possess. That would be making supermen of 
them! It would wnman them! Psychology vetoes such ideas. So 
says Dr. T. A.Kantonen. Writing in The Lutheran on “The Canned 
Goods of Past Theology,” he asserts that we must “abandon once 
and for all the unpsychological and mechanical theories of inspira- 
tion and unhistorical views of verbal inerrancy which the appli- 
cation of scientific and historical methods to the study of the Bible 
has rendered obsolete.” (See Conc. THEox. Mruty., VII, p. 223.) 
That means: To ascribe inerrancy to anything written by men 
flouts the laws of psychology. Could God do that? And would He 
do it sixty-six times? Summing up, we quote J. De Witt’s 
declaration that the miraculous element must be removed from 
inspiration. “The conception of those who believe in the inerrancy 
of all the contents of the Bible implies a divine energy that so com- 
pletely absorbs and controls the human composer as to insure 
absolute truth in the least important details, rendering the slightest 
inaccuracy impossible. ... All personal deficiency in the prophet 
must have been miraculously supplied. Must this beautiful con- 
ception be abandoned or even modified? We answer, however re- 
luctantly, that it must surely be put aside.” (What Is Inspiration? 


Pp. 9,12.) L.Gaussen is surely right in stating: “The plenary in- 
spiration of the Scriptures is, in spite of the Scriptures, denied (as 
the Sadducees denied the resurrection) because the miracle is 
thought inexplicable.” (Theopneustia, p. 37.) 1° 





107) N.R.Best puts that question. He repudiates “the thought 
of a Bible planned and composed as a unique religious unity under 
influences that have affected no other writing of men,” “the belief that 
in a way altogether unparalleled by any human experience elsewhere 
the Holy Spirit presided over the mind of each writer until he had 
finished the stint of authorship assigned him.” That would imply “sixty- 
six separate miracles of supernatural control wrought for the production 
of the Bible’s sixty-six documents.” (Inspiration, p. 36.) 


108) The argument that God could not give us an infallible Bible 
through men who are by nature fallible is sometimes extended in this 
way: “Some people suppose that with His limitless resources God would 
surely have found it easy to give a perfect revelation to the most imperfect 
people. But have these friends ever in seriousness raised the question 
how it could have been done? Let us suppose it possible that a document 
could have been constructed in heaven which would have been a perfect 
revelation of the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth 
desirable for man to know on all the subjects which concern him here 
and hereafter. What mortal could have read it? For it must have 
been in a perfect language; and there never has been any such language 
upon earth; so it must have been in an unknown language. And even 
if that difficulty had been overcome, which of the sons of men would 
have been capable of seeing and understanding and appreciating the 
authentic product of heaven’s high literature? There would need to 
have been not only a miraculously constructed book, but a miraculously 
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Gaussen continues: “But we must recollect the answer made 
by Jesus Christ: ‘Do ye not therefore err, because ye know not 
the Scriptures, neither the power of God?’ (Mark 12:24).” The 
believer has no difficulty here. He accepts the miracle of inspira- 
tion as all the other miracles God graciously performed. The 
laws of psychology do not bother him in this connection. He 
does not fear that the holy writers were dehumanized by being 
kept free from error, as little as the friends of Daniel were un- 
manned by being made immune to the scorching flame. “Wenn 
nun diese Ansicht mit irgendwelcher Psychologie nicht stimmt, 
so ist zu antworten, dass die Inspiration eben ein Wunder ist.” 
(A. Hoenecke, Ev.-Luth. Dogmatik, I, p. 344.)1% But the critics 
are in a bad way. They will not take their stand on Scripture. 
They appeal to reason and science. But reason forbids them to 
deny the miracle of inspiration on scientific grounds. Reason tells 
them that they are committing the fallacy of the metabasis when 
they do so. The laws of natural science are not applicable to the 
domain of the supernatural. If the Bible were a human product, 
you would be justified in applying the laws of psychology. But 
“Holy Scripture did not grow on earth. Die Heilige Schrift ist 
nicht auf Erden gewachsen.” (Luther, VII: 2095.) The liberal critic, 
of course, will deny that; but when he denies it on scientific, psy- 
chological grounds, he becomes guilty of committing a gross fallacy. 





reconstructed humanity to take it in; and wherein would that have been 
different from the annihilation of the human race as it is and the creating 
of another? Etc., etc.” (J.M.Gibson, op. cit., p. 147.) Prof. R. W. Nelson 
repeats the human-language argument: “Of the earth earthly, human 
language simply cannot be a literal vehicle for conveying God’s "infallible 
will and wisdom to men,” and he extends it still farther: “How can 
divine absoluteness come to men through any medium so long as it is 
a fact that, even if God Himself, in all His sublimity and glory, should 
appear in my study at this moment, I should be able to see and hear 
Him by no means other than my most fallible powers of perceiving 
and understanding? Confronting God thus immediately, I should still 
be human. In a word, we have now discovered that an infallible revela- 
tion, by whatever means it might come through an authority however 
absolute, presupposes and requires infallible readers in order to render 
its own infallibility any more than a deceiving fiction. ... We have 
found that, if God should supernaturally reveal Himself and His teaching 
to men, this revelation could not be absolute or infallible to any finite 
man.” (Christendom, IV, p. 400 ff. See Conc. THeot. Mrury., XI, p. 308.) — 
We shall make some remarks on these notions under No. 14. 


109) “Die Heilige Schrift ist nicht durch Entwickelung des Geistes- 
lebens in den vom Geiste Gottes erleuchteten Menschen entstanden, 
sondern sie ist diesen durch ein Wunder gegeben; das heisst mit andern 
Worten: der Ursprung der Heiligen Schrift ist ein Geheimnis. .. . 
Dabei ist es aber auch wahr, dass Gott durch diese Maenner geredet hat 
und dass sie, solange sie inspiriert waren, nur Gottes Wort redeten, frei 
von allem Irrtum und aller Truebung. Dass dies bei suendigen Menschen 
moeglich war und geschehen ist, das ist eben das Wunder der goettlichen 
Eingebung.” (Kirchenblatt [A.L.C.], Sept. 10, 1932.) 
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The scientist has no right to speak on the question of the miracle. 
He has no instrument for measuring creative, miraculous powers. 
“Mit Wundern weiss die Wissenschaft nichts zu machen.” We are 
repeating ourselves. Yes, but it seems to be necessary. So we shall 
repeat Dr. Einstein’s statement that there are “domains in which 
scientific knowledge has not yet been able to set foot.” And for 
good measure we call the attention of the critics to the statement of 
the scientist Dr. Pank: “Die Wissenschaft forsche in Freiheit, 
wissenschaftlich und exakt, aber so exakt, dass sie Dinge, die ueber 
ihre Grenze gehen, ex actu laesst, und so wissenschaftlich, dass sie 
nicht durch subjektive Beimischungen sich selbst unwissenschaft- 
lich macht.” (See Lehre und Wehre, 1908, p.125.) And to the 
article in the liberal Christian Century, Sept.14, 1938, on “The 
Pretensions of Science”: “Furthermore, science is limited to a 
secondary role in human destiny because it can deal only with 
quantities, with things which can be measured. ... Man lives in 
terms of good and evil, beauty and ugliness, right and wrong. 
These things evade the tools and technique of science as air passes 
through the meshes of a net. This has been said several times 
before, but it will stand having a riveting-machine applied to 
it.”110) When the critics rise to speak on the question whether 
God could perform the miracle of inspiration, they are called out 
of order. 

N.R. Best raises the objection: “At all events, not one Bible- 
writer furnishes the least clue to let us know how it felt to be 
writing under God’s inspiration works sacred to later ages. . . 
They did not analyze their own psychology.” (Op. cit., p.19.) All 
right; let us go over the same ground again. The Bible-writers 
did not attempt to explain the act of inspiration in terms of human 
psychology. Of course not. They knew better than to commit the 
petaBaois eig GAAo yévoc. It is impossible to describe a miracle in 
scientific terms. The holy writers themselves, who experienced 
the miracle, were unable to explain it. And if they could not 
describe and explain it, why should the critics waste their time 
in telling us that, since they cannot understand this miracle and 
reduce it to psychological formulae, we must give up our belief 
in Verbal Inspiration? We shall not do so. The psychological 
difficulties do not bother us. “How this was possible is indeed 
beyond our intellectual cognition, just as the unio personalis of 





110) “This has been said several times before.” Dr.W.Dau, for 
instance, said it before: “Science does not operate with such concepts 
as infinity, eternity, omnipotence, omnipresence, which are current terms 
in theology. The Deity and its divine attributes are unknown quantities 
in science; but science cannot rule them out of existence.” (The Testi- 
mony of Science, p. 38.) And now the liberal Christian Century wants 
a riveting machine applied to this statement of a Bible theologian. 
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God and man, and particularly that fact that the Son of God con- 
descended to die on the cross without merely laying aside or 
reducing His deity, remains an impenetrable mystery for us.” 
(Dr. Pieper, Chr. Dog., I, p. 282.) We do not know the manner of 
inspiration, but we know the blessed fact. With that our faith is 
satisfied.) The critics will not accept the fact until they have 
satisfied reason and science as to the process. The result is that 
they deprive themselves of the blessing of the fact — and are doing 
it in the service of unreason and pseudoscience. 

Assertion No. 10: It is the part of wisdom to apply science as 





111) “What is inspiration? Inspiration is a miracle, or a miraculous 

process; and like all miracles, there is much about it which we cannot 
fully understand. . The exact manner in which the minds of the 
inspired writers of ‘Scripture worked when they wrote we do not pretend 
to know. Very likely they could not have explained it themselves. . 
We know the result, the effect, but we do not understand the process. 
The result is that the Bible is the written Word of God; but we can 
no more explain the process than we can explain how the water became 
wine at Cana or how five loaves fed five thousand men or how a word 
raised Lazarus from the dead.” (Proceedings, Southeastern Dist., 1939, 
p. 12.) Let us hear a few more refreshing statements of this kind. 
B.Manly: “So, too, the inspiration is not explicable by us any more 
than the condition of the withered hand at the instant that it was 
healed and restored to activity by supernatural power. If the change 
in the hand or arm was properly supernatural, no explanation as to 
how it was done can make it more intelligible, no lack of explanation 
more incredible. Just so as to the inspiration. We have no reason to 
suppose that it was understood as to the nature or mode of operation 
even by those who enjoyed it; much less can it be intelligible to others 
who never experienced it; and certainly those who had it never under- 
took to explain its nature for our enlightenment. ” (The Bible Doctrine of 
Inspiration, p. 62.) Watchman-Examiner: “It is also evident that inspira- 
tion describes a result rather than a process. How God could control 
a man so that what he wrote would be the very Word of God is an 
inscrutable mystery, and I venture to say it will remain so. But why 
should such a question concern us? What we need to know is not, ‘How 
did God breathe forth the Scripture?’ but, ‘Did He do it?’ When we 
are hungry, the thing that interests us most is that there is food on 
the table. ... So to the Christian it is enough to know that Scripture is 
God-breathed. We will feed upon it as the living Word of the living 
God, and let the doctors wrangle over how it came to be so... .” (See 
Theol. Mthly., 1923, p. 361f.) G.Stoeckhardt: “This matter presents an 
incomprehensible mystery which human reason cannot clear up. That 
the Holy Ghost is the real author of Scripture and spoke through the 
prophets and apostles we believe and confess according to Scripture. 
The How, however, is hidden. The process of inspiration, the manner 
in which the Holy Ghost transmitted His thoughts and words to the holy 
men, is beyond our research. No man has ever looked into this work- 
shop of the Holy Ghost. All we need to care about is the final result: 
we are satisfied to know that the word of the prophets and apostles is 
indeed God’s Word. That is essential for our faith, our salvation. 
Our faith does not need to trace step by step the way leading to this 
result; that has nothing to do with our salvation. Men think they must 
find a ‘scientific’ explanation of inspiration; and losing themselves in 
bootless speculations, they lose the fact of inspiration.” (Lehre und 
Wehre, 1886, p. 283.) 
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a corrective to the Bible.— No greater folly could be committed. 
Christian wisdom vetoes such a procedure. See preceding articles. 
And common human wisdom protests against such folly. It is 
foolish —to elaborate just one point — because what goes by the 
name of science is seldom sure of its findings. Its systems are 
changing continually. The science of today is the corrective of 
the science of yesterday. Much of what is held to be absolutely 
true today will be discarded by the scientists of tomorrow.!!2) The 
article: Day-To-Day Philosophy in the Reader’s Digest of July, 
1932, contains this statement: “Physics, mathematics, and especially 
the most advanced and exact of sciences, are being fundamentally 
revised. Chemistry is just becoming a science; psychology, 
economics, and sociology are awaiting a Darwin, whose work in 
turn is awaiting an Einstein.”"™® Einstein — the name has become 





112) C.E. Macartney, in the Princeton Theological Review: “What 
we are so sure is experimental and established fact today, may assume 
a different aspect tomorrow, and the last word will be God’s.” (See 
Theol. Mthly., V, p. 296.) The statement “The last word will be God’s” 
belongs in one of the preceding articles, but it will do no harm to keep 
harping on it.— “The science of one epoch is to a large extent a help 
which the science of the next uses and abandons.” (Dr.Smith of the 
University of Virginia; quoted in W. E. Gladstone, The Impregnable Rock 
of Holy Scripture, p. 49.) 

113) A few examples. “A third great fact emerges when we 
inquire into the origin of all these forms of power that are familiar to 
us upon the earth. Till recently the scientific answer to this question 
was in the one word ‘sun.’ ... But to this answer, that we owe all 
our powers of doing work to the sun, we must add another, which dates 
from Becquerel’s discovery of radioactivity in 1896.... We have spoken 
of the source of our earth’s energy in the parent sun, and of the newly 
discovered fountain of power which was unknown till the twentieth 
century, namely, the liberation of the energy locked up in the nucleus 
of the atom.” (J. A. Thomson, Science and Religion, p. 83 ff.) —The 
scientific idea for years has been, as Dr. Richard C. Tolman, of the 
California Institute of Technology, lately told the National Academy of 
Sciences at Yale University, that inevitably creation is bound some day 
to freeze up, a form of universal death not only for earthly life but for 
all forms of energy. But— under the new thermodynamic principles the 
old law of conservation of energy, which seems to require that the 
universe shall ultimately freeze up, works differently.” (Associated 
Press. Caption of the article: “New Mathematics Indicates Earth May 
Last Forever.”) — “The science of physics is also studying the composition 
of matter. The Encyclopedia Britannica, in the article on ‘Matter,’ relates 
the history of this investigation: ‘First came the molecular theory of 
matter. Matter was made of molecules. Then came Dalton’s theory 
that molecules were made of atoms. Finally, in atoms particles have 
been found that are called corpuscles, or electrons.’ I was taught the 
atomic theory in my boyhood days, even in such a succint formula as 

is: Two atoms make one molecule. This is now antiquated gib- 
berish. . . . J.M.Macfarlane: ‘No one can predict what the ultimate 
views as to the constitution and relation of matter and energy may be.’” 
(Dr. W. Dau, op. cit., p.17 f.) From an article in Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kztg., 
Nov. 15, 1940: “Wir wollen im folgenden versuchen, in ein paar grossen 
Zuegen die Wandlung im Weltbild der Physik zur Darstellung zu 
bringen. ... Es ergibt sich die merkwuerdige Situation, dass die Physik 
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the symbol for Science in Revolution against Itself! Discussing 
Einstein’s Theory of Relativity, J.A.Thomson writes: “Some of 
the consequences of the theory are nevertheless understandable 
enough. At a stroke it gets rid of the mysterious old hocus-pocus 
of ‘action at a distance’ which gravity was supposed to exert. As 
Professor Eddington has said, we need no longer speak of the 
earth as being attracted by the sun, but rather of the earth as 
trying to find a way through a time and space tangled up by the 
presence of the sun.” (Op. cit., p. 253.) The next great man will 
of course upset Einstein’s theory. And how much upsetting has 
gone on in the field of historical science! The historians have to 
spend a great deal of their time in correcting the mistakes of their 
teachers. Need we cite instances? 

We shall let Professor T. V. Smith of the Philosophy Depart- 
ment of the University of Chicago sum up: “For science is today 
and always has been—and always will be —‘in flux,’ in a con- 
dition of incessant change. Science has never yet settled anything 
by probing into the origin of things. Witness the contradictory 
theories of contemporary scientists in every field of knowledge. 
The essence of science is theory and hypothesis. But who can live 
by such uncertain speculations? Who can continue to live on the 





in den letzten Jahrzehnten zu Erkenntnissen gefuehrt wurde, die alles 
das, worauf sich die Naturforschung als selbstverstaendliche Voraus- 
setzungen stuetzte, in Frage stellen. ... Man kann also mit von Weiz- 
saeker sagen: ‘Der Begriff des unveraenderlichen Elementarteilchens 
beschreibt die Erfahrungen nicht mehr adaequat.’ Oder mit andern 
Worten: Der alte Substanzbegriff, das staerkste Bollwerk der materia- 
listischen Natur- und Weltauffassung, laesst sich in der neuen Physik 
nicht laenger aufrechterhalten.”— Astronomy: “Noch stand fuer Ko- 
pernikus und Kepler die Sonne fest. Und noch fuer zwei Jahrhunderte 
die ‘Fixsterne. Heute ist auch unser Milchstrassensystem nur einer 
unter den Sternennebeln, die alle im ‘Werden’ sind—und alle dem 
zweiten thermodynamischen Hauptsatz unterliegen: Sie geben be- 
staendig Waerme an den eiskalten Weltraum ab.” (W.Elert, Morphologie 
des Luthertums, I, p. 379.) — Geology: Let it be repeated: “Of the eighty 
theories which the French Institute counted in 1806 as hostile to the 
Bible, not one now stands.” (Fundamentals, VII, p. 63.) — Anthropology: 
“Die Anthropologie hat nach mancherlei Umwegen zu frueheren Auf- 
fassungen zurueckgefunden. Bald nach der Jahrhundertwende hat der 
Breslauer Professor Klaatsch schwerwiegende Einwaende gegen Darwin 
und Haeckel erhoben und nachgewiesen, dass sowohl die fuenffingrige 
Hand des Menschen als auch sein ueberaus urtuemliches harmonisches 
Gebiss Bildungen sind, die den entsprechenden der Menschenaffen 
gegenueber nicht als Abkoemmlingsformen gedeuted werden duerfen.... 
Dr. Herbert Fritsche, der in der ‘Wache’ ueber den heutigen Stand der 
Wissenschaft berichtet, schliesst: ‘Der Mensch als Eigenlinie und, recht 
verstanden, als sein eigener Vorfahr steht heute als der grosse Univer- 
salist vor uns. Er steht der Tierheit gegenueber. Er ist wieder zur 
Mitte der Schoepfung geworden und damit auch zum zentralen Sinn 
alles lebendigen Werdens. Weder ist er der enthaarte Schimpanse 
noch der ‘geschlechtreif gewordene Affenembryo’ der Darwinischen Aera, 
sondern er ist ein Eigener, ein dem Herzen der Schoepfung nahe ge- 
bliebenes Kind.’” (Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kztg., Feb. 21, 1941.) 
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‘dry dust’ of conjectures?” (Quoted in The Sovereignty of God, 
p. 109.) Professor Smith is not a Christian theologian. He has no 
use for the “religious way of life.” He is a pure hedonist. The 
moderns cannot charge him with partiality. And his unbiased 
judgment is that science is “in flux.” At no period can men abso- 
lutely rely on its findings. The young scientists are kept busy 
weeding out the “wild oats” (Bishop Gore’s phrase) which the old 
scientists sowed. 

Common science is “in flux.” Is higher science, “inductive 
science,” particularly higher criticism and the philosophy of evo- 
lution, in a better way? “The essence of it is theory and hypoth- 
esis.” All the world knows that there is nothing so evanescent 
and unreliable as the findings of the higher critics and the evolu- 
tionists. Their systems and hypotheses go with the wind.1!* 





114) “The criticism of the beginning of the twentieth century will 
be an anachronism before the next century opens.” (Dr. H.E. Jacobs, 
A Summary of the Christian Faith, p. 274.) “The older document 
hypothesis. Fragment hypothesis. Myth hypothesis. Supplement 
hypothesis. New document hypothesis. ... One hypothesis tears down the 
other.” (Dr. L.Fuerbringer, Introduction to the Old Testament, p. 27 ff.) 
“They talked of ‘Elohist,’ ‘Jehovist,’ and ‘Priest’s Code’ and caused 
cabalistic capitals, E, J, P, to dance across their pages, in token of mys- 
terious literary wisdom. They fashioned a ‘polychrome Bible,’ wherein 
the words of differing documents were printed in different colors. It was 
a weird book, dazzling the eyes like Joseph’s coat. But its rainbow flash 
was too much for the Christian world, and the ‘documentary theory’ 
sank into oblivion. It was a wild orgy while it lasted, but most of its 
living devotees are busy hoping that it is forgotten.” (The Presbyterian, 
Oct. 17, 1940.) See “the autopsy, or post-mortem examination of the 
mortal weaknesses of that school of ‘higher criticism’ which dominated 
theological thinking nearly fifty years (Wellhausen’s system)” in Biblio- 
theca Sacra, Jan. 1941, p. 99. Page 406 above gave Edwin Lewis’s autopsy: 
“Other theories now have their day — and it will be a short day.” These 
theories could not live; they contained too many extravagances and 
absurdities. Absurdities? The term is used in the foreword to Dr. Fos- 
dick’s A Guide to Understanding the Bible. In the introduction to this 
book Paul Elmer More writes: ‘There are heavy sins of commission to 
be charged against the so-called higher criticism, that, from its lair in 
Germany, raged over the world in the nineteenth century — many 
extravagances of conjecture and not a few absurdities.” (See Journal 
of the Am. Luth. Conf., June, 1939, p. 76.) “Extravagances of con- 
jecture” — are you acquainted with the system called Form Criticism and 
the one called Schallanalyse? Concerning a book advocating this ultra- 
modern theory of New Testament criticism Dr.W.Arndt says: “Wenn 
man dieses Werk liest, wird einem zunaechst fast unheimlich zumute. 
Gibt es tatsaechlich Leute, die das Gras wachsen hoeren koennen?” 
(Conc. THEot. Mruty., III, p. 713.) — As to biological evolution, which 
theory is correct, Darwin’s or the theory of 1941? Or are those scientists 
right, who cannot find any true relationship between man and the 
beast? And what has become of evolution as the way of life with its 
proud claim of the innate power of man to achieve high and higher 
levels of moral excellence? The horrors of the present era have given 
it the lie, and it is reaching the stage of disintegration. “At a conference 
in the fall of 1937, President Mackay of Princeton Seminary spoke on the 
‘terrifying fact of disintegration.’ He spoke of disintegration in the 
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Now, we are not reproaching science for always being “ 
flux.” We honor it for that. We would have little respect and 
little use for it if it remained static. Science could not achieve its 
high and noble purpose if its servants were not constantly at work 
in eliminating the mistakes of former generations. It takes honesty 
and requires much labor and intelligence to get rid of erroneous 
systems and to construct better systems. We admire these honest, 
painstaking scientists. (We are speaking of real science, the com- 
mon kind.) The world owes much to them. We would be in a bad 
shape if the scientists refused to acknowledge the mistakes of the 
older science and kept on cultivating the wild oats their fathers 
sowed. It is the part of wisdom for science to change its posi- 
tion.115) 





realm of thought: the international public had believed in evolution, 
which was felt to guarantee a flowering, developing progress, with much 
better days ahead; but now conflict and tension are the great words. ... 
Disintegration in both individual and universal ethics, in the social 
realm, etc., etc.” (W.T. Riviere, A Pastor Looks at Kirkegaard, p. 56.) 
Let us repeat it: “The evolutionary hypothesis today stands discredited 
not only as a means of comprehending origins in the field of natural 
history and biology, but also in its more modern re-creations of phi- 
losophy, ethics, and religion. The Christian element that followed evo- 
lutionary religion is exhausted by world facts and is now returning to 
revelation and to faith. The vapid, incomprehensible philosophy Snat 
evolutionists fed to the world twenty years ago is discounted, and 
philosophy is now being rewritten.” (The Watchman-Examiner, June 19, 
1941.) The Lutheran of Aug. 6, 1941, makes a similar statement. In an 
article captioned “A Scientist’s Confession” Prof.G.G. Peery, biologist, 
states: “During most of the second half of the nineteenth century, science 
was almost entirely under the influence of materialism. As scientists 
delved more deeply into the secrets of the molecule, the atom, the 
electron, they came rather generally to the conclusion that there were 
sufficient forces in matter itself to account for all life. Thus scientists, 
as philosophers, accepted the doctrine of materialism and denied the 
existence of God. Life was fully explainable, in its origin and in its 
continuity, in terms of chemistry and physics. The beginning of the 
twentieth century found the pendulum of thought swinging in the 
opposite direction. Today one may say that the philosophy of materialism 
has almost completely broken down. The beginning of the end came 
when scientists realized that blind force, inherent in matter, could never 
possibly account for consciousness, intelligence, and design in nature.” 
And whatever new philosophy is emerging will also go with the wind, 
unless it is absolutely oriented in God’s Word. The true philosopher 
must be a Christian philosopher, and he cannot be a Christian phi- 
losopher who denies all or some of the truth of the Bible. 


115) By the way: theology, too, derives some benefit from this 
ability of science to discover new truths—new to science. We are 
not now referring to the fact that science — physics, astronomy, medicine, 
history, etc.—is day by day confirming, or rather bearing witness to, 
the truth of various Bible wr Pecan (At one time the Bible statement 
that the stars cannot be numbered was thought to be an unscientific 
statement. Had not Hipparchus, the Greek astronomer, found the number 
of stars to be exactly 1,022? Now that science has advanced and pro- 
cured modern telescopes, it tells us that the stars truly cannot be num- 
bered.) What we have in mind is a certain benefit accruing to us 
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But it is the height of unwisdom to make fallible, shifting 
science the corrective of God’s Word and to base the Christian faith 
on “the narrow, fragmentary phases of ephemeral human opinion.” 
It is not reasonable to ask a man to evaluate spiritual things accord- 
ing to changing standards and to base his hope of eternal life on 
teachings which admittedly may be found false tomorrow. The 
liberals, indeed, find nothing unreasonable in this. They want their 
theology and religion to be “in flux.” They call that progressiveness. 
They are perfectly satisfied to preach that life came to the earth 
from some distant planet and after a few years to reverse them- 
selves and preach that life originated on this earth from non-living 
materials. They are not ashamed to say that last year they 
taught (with the Bible) that this earth will come to an end but that 
now they must preach that this earth will last forever. They are 
proud of the fact that they no longer believe with their fathers in 





through the revolutionary findings of Prof. A.Einstein. Whether his 
theory is fully true or not, “the results which have been elaborated 
from the Einstein theory of relativity must be called staggering. These 
results mean nothing less than that from the standpoint of the latest 
philosophical thought the Ptolemaic system (which makes the sun move 
around the earth) is as valid as the Copernican (which makes the earth 
move around the sun)! A.Sommerfeldt writes in Sweddeutsche Monats- 
hefte (Vol. 18, 1921, No.2) concerning the effect of Einstein’s theory on 
astronomy as follows: ‘Hereafter none must be prohibited from saying: 
The earth is stationary, and the firmament revolves around the earth, 
or: The sun moves, and the earth stands in a focus of its orbit. 
According to Einstein’s theory a firmament revolving around a stationary 
earth develops the same centrifugal forces in the earth that according 
to Newton are developing in a revolving earth, and this has been 
demonstrated mathematically by Thirring. It will ‘always be more con- 
venient, and for the purpose of astronomical computation more practical, 
to work from the basis of the Copernican system. But it is not un- 
reasonable to accept the Ptolemaic. Indeed, the theory of relativity has 
been able to make its conquest just because it has shifted its standpoint 
regarding this question.’ In Unsere Welt (1920, No. 3) Doctor H. Remy 
discusses ‘The Physical Principle of Relativity’ and says: ‘From this 
point of view the usual conflict between the Copernican and Ptolemaic 
systems finds its definite solution. We cannot deny that it is senseless 
to call one of these systems the only correct one and to designate the 
other as being false.’ It seems as if the world do move.” (Dr. Th. Graeb- 
ner, in The Lutheran Witness, 1924, p. 149.) See Christliche Dogmatik, 
I, p. 578 (1924): “By the way, the newspaper-men threatened about a 
org a a Einstein’s theory of relativity would knock Copernicanism 
on the head.” 


116) “It has been suggested by some distinguished men of science 
that minute and simple forms of life may have come to the earth from 
elsewhere. They may have traveled in the crevices of a meteorite, 
sufficiently well wrapped up to withstand extreme cold in the journey 
through space and great heat as they approached the earth. ... The 
hypothesis most in accord with evolutionary thinking is that of the 
occurrence of abiogenesis in the dim anid distant past. That is to say, 
simple living creatures may have arisen long ago by a process of natural 
synthesis from non-living materials —from some colloidal carbonaceous 
slime activated by ferments.” (J.A.Thomson, op. cit., p. 106.) 
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the resurrection of the body, proud of it that science has destroyed 
that monstrous conception. They tell us: In the prescientific age, 
theologians taught the resurrection of Jesus and His deity; such 
teachings have, thank God and science, gone by the board. The 
liberals see nothing wrong in correcting the teachings of the Bible 
according to the findings of what they call inductive and we call 
speculative science. They are satisfied to have their spiritual 
wealth affected by the fluctuations of secular values. 


The conservatives among the moderns do not care to go so far. 
They do not want to make science the ultima ratio of faith. But 
they do demand that large portions of the Bible be rewritten, ad- 
justed to the latest findings of science. What they, then, are asking 
for is, first, that in every generation, or perhaps in every decade, 
Christendom be presented with a new, revised edition of Holy 
Scripture. The first edition made Cyrenius governor of Syria at 
the birth of Christ. The second edition eliminated that portion. 
The third edition has now restored it. Who knows, some historian 
may appear on the scene tomorrow whose great renown will cause 
the semiliberals to get out a fourth edition to correspond with the 
second one. (Among the ultraliberals a Bible may then be circu- 
lating which omits the main fact of the first edition — the birth of 
Christ.) The ants of Prov.6:8 must go or can stay, all depending 
on which entomologist has the greatest following. How often will 
Josh. 10:12 ff. have to be revised? Einstein tells the conservatives 
it may stay as originally written. But these semiliberals may 
choose to follow some other authorities and retain their revised 
Holy Scripture. 

However, this contemptuous treatment of Holy Scripture 
has, in the second place, fatal consequences. No, it does not 
concern our salvation directly whether Cyrenius was governor at 
the time fixed by Luke. But it does concern our salvation directly 
whether the Bible is trustworthy or not. These men who are as- 
sailing Verbal Plenary Inspiration on scientific grounds are de- 
stroying the foundation of faith. Casting doubt on portions of Holy 
Writ, they are causing men to doubt all of Holy Writ. And, as to 
our present particular point, under their ministration men will 
never know whether to accept Plenary Inspiration; men will not be 
permitted to accept it till science has spoken the final word on 
every passage. Today men will be inclined to believe that all 
Scripture is given by inspiration of God because some great 
scientist endorsed a particular passage; tomorrow’s developments 
in the field of science may shatter their trust. These conservatives, 
too, are making science the ultima ratio of faith. They give science 
an authoritative voice in the Holy of Holies. And we say again: It 
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is insane folly to measure spiritual, eternal values by secular stand- 
ards, fluctuating, fallible secular standards. 

Speaking of “theologians who believe that they may retain 
their self-respect only by reconstructing their universe according 
to the shifting vogue of speculation,” Dr. Theodore Graebner says: 
“Could theology make another new departure and come safely to 
terms once and for all with these new teachings of the other 
sciences? Not so, because these have just gone into the melting- 
pot again. The author of a recent scientific work writes: ‘Since 
I began writing this essay, there has been a striking increase in 
critical activity, inspired by the new quantum mechanics.... The 
change in ideas is now so rapid that a number of statements of this 
essay are already antiquated, as expressions of the best current 
opinion. How mistaken, therefore, to base theology on the shift- 
ing foundation of natural science, which, for all its merits and 
marvels, is temporary and imperfect in its conclusions.” (God and 
the Cosmos, p. VIII f.) That applies not only to the liberals but 
also to the conservative critics. And both classes should ponder the 
question of the ultraliberal philosopher T. V. Smith: “But who can 
live by such uncertain speculations? Who can live on the ‘dry 
dust’ of conjectures?” 117 

Now, having answered ten assertions, let us on our part make 
a few assertions and await the answer of the moderns. Statement 
No. 11: The Bible critics lack the scientific mind and spirit. — They 





117) Miles H. Krumbine (a semiliberal or liberal himself) con- 
tributes the following to the present chapter of the gullibility of our 
moderns: “The current passion of the pulpit for a word from Eddington 
and a line from Jesus has conferred on scientists an authority out of all 
proportion to the inherent importance of their utterances. ... Rather 
than religion being endangered because it makes too much of pre- 
scientific assumptions as to the nature of the universe and of man, it is 
actually threatened with contempt for accepting too uncritically the 
latest word of science as final. Obscurantism may have been religion’s 
ancient vice; gullibility is rapidly supplanting it, at least among the 
so-called liberals.” (Ways of Believing, p. 39.) On the same subject 
Prof. C.C. Rasmussen (Gettysburg) says: “Of two ministerial friends 
of mine, one twitted the other for the assiduity with which he repeatedly 
hurried back to consult the savants, ‘He is going back this year to find 
out that what he learned last year is not so. The thrust was good- 
natured; but it was unforgettable, because it was uncomfortably close 
to the truth. ... There is room to question the prophet, the ‘speaker 
for God,’ if that speaker’s message is conspicuous for its ‘variableness and 
shadow of turning. The Master has said: ‘Heaven and earth shall 
pass away, but My Word shall not pass away.’” (Luth. Church Quarterly, 
Jan., 1941, p. 45.) C. A. Lindberg uses the term “childish simplicity”: 
“Some who reject the plenary inspiration of the Bible have never 
attempted to investigate any contradiction, but nevertheless have greater 
demands on Scripture than on science itself, whose results they are 
ever ready to accept with childish simplicity, even though science is 
frequently compelled to change its dogmatic assertions.” (Christian 
Dogmatics, p. 395.) 
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have been telling us that “Protestant scholars of the present day, 
imbued with the scientific spirit,’ are forced to reject the verbal 
inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible (Hastings, Encyclopedia); 
the authors of the Bible were “living in a prescientific era” (see 
Conc. THeot. Mruty., XII, p.395f.); they would not have spoken 
of miracles if they had known anything about “inductive science” 
(Fosdick); they lived in a pre-Kantian age and this same “pre- 
Kantian conception of truth” (Kantonen) molded the old theology; 
one who “knows the processes and technique of science” must 
reject the Bible account and cast away Verbal Inspiration (Delk). 
The moderns are obsessed with the idea that they cannot accept 
every teaching and every word of the Bible because their scientific 
sense is so highly developed. 

Let us lay this ghost. The moderns are laboring under a de- 
lusion. They cannot qualify as scientists. For the true scientist 
is—to mention only a few characteristics — humble, honest, and 
unprejudiced. 

The true scientist has a very humble mind. As he studies 
scientific matters, he becomes increasingly aware of the great limi- 
tations of science. He is ever compelled to make confession of his 
ignorance. The pursuit of science does not engender a boastful 
spirit. “Ignoramus, ignorabimus,” said Du Bois Raymond at a con- 
gress held in 1872 and listed seven world-mysteries: the nature of 
matter and force, the origin of motion, of life, of consciousness, of 
rational thought and speech, the question of design and purpose 
in nature, and the nature and origin of free will. (See Lehre und 
Wehre, 1900, p. 237.) Eddington concludes a survey of the latest 
theories in physics thus: “We have turned a corner in the path of 
progress, and our ignorance stands before us, appalling and in- 
sistent.” (See God and the Cosmos, p. VII.)8 The result is that 





118) Let a few more scientists speak on this subject. Laplace: 
“What we know is but little; what we do not know is immeasurable.” 
(See Lehre und Wehre, 1913, p. 24.) Huxley: “The mysteries of the 
Church are child’s play compared with the mysteries of nature.” (Loc. 
cit.) J.A.Thomson: “We have to take for granted a certain number of 
irreducibles, such as electrons and protons. We are not sure that we 
know more than a few of the real laws of nature. There are large 
questions concerning human destiny, large questions as to the beginning 
and ending of the world, on which science sheds no light. ... The 
limitations and ignorances of science... .” (Op. cit., p.199f.) Sergius P. 
Grace, himself a scientist, inventor, and research specialist, told his 
audience in St.Louis: “The scientist will keep pressing forward, but 
he will never find the ultimate meanings of his world, energy, space, 
matter, life. That will remain locked forever in the mind of the Creator.” 
(Globe-Democrat, March 4, 1931.) W.Dau: “Honorable scientists have 
favored the world with confessions of ignorance and hopeless inability 
that were wrung from them by nothing else than their own studies and 
researches. The confessions are valuable, not only for their contents, 
but also for their candor and sincerity.” The Testimony of Science, 
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“the average scientist is humble in his attitude and cautious in his 
claims. In such measure as he shows humility and caution, he will 
be impatient of the cock-sureness and arrogance of the scientific 
propagandist” (loc. cit.). Men who look deep into science learn 
modesty. 

And when they look beyond science, their humility grows a 
hundredfold. When they deal with supernatural matters, their 
knowledge of the limitations of man keeps them from passing any 
judgment. They declare themselves incompetent to discuss mir- 
acles and infinity and omnipotence. Hear once more the statement 
of Edwin Lewis, liberal: “‘A scientific knowledge of the Creator’ is 
an utter contradiction in terms; indeed, it savors of sheer intellec- 
tual arrogance, to say nothing worse.” It is not only Luther and 
Walther who realize that “the Holy Spirit is more learned” than 
they are and humbly “doff their little doctor’s hats” to Him. The 
great scientists — the humble scientists —do the same. Pascal, the 
great mathematician and philosopher, declared: “The last step of 
reason is to acknowledge that there are many things which tran- 
scend reason. Reason is weak as long as it does not take this step. 
... If there are natural things which reason cannot comprehend, 
what shall we say concerning supernatural things?” (Pensées, II, 
p. 248.) Even the Christian Century said: “Science is limited to a 
secondary role in human destiny, because it can deal only with 
quantities, with things that can be measured... .” There are values 
“which evade the tools and technique of science.” Realizing that 
the mysteries of science are child’s play compared with the mys- 
teries of faith, science is willing to play a secondary role, yes, play 
no role at all in establishing spiritual values. The mature scientist 
is modest. The late Dr. Adolph Lorenz, the world-renowned 
Austrian surgeon, said: “Does medical science, or any other science, 
tend to destroy belief in God? My friend, you are young. I am 
old. Science, truly pursued, does not tend to destroy belief in God. 
The pursuit of scientific knowledge makes an honest man humble. 
It makes him realize how little he knows. It makes him believe in 
God.” (See The Lutheran, Sept. 3, 1931.) In his treatise “Die Denk- 
weise der Physik und ihr Einfluss auf die geistige Einstellung des 





which contains this statement (p. 10), fills twenty-six pages with such 
confessions. Two samples. The Marquis of Salisbury: “If we are not 
able to see far into the causes and origin of life in our own day, it 
is not probable that we shall deal more successfully with the problem 
as to how it arose many million years ago.” (Evolution, p. 37.) In Euro- 
pean Thought in the Nineteenth Century, p. 399, there is a deserved 
rebuke of sciolists who pose as scientists by Merz, who says: “There 
is a popular philosophy founded upon the unknown principle of matter 
and the equally unknown principle of force by second-rate scientists 
in Germany.” 
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heutigen Menschen” (1937) the physicist Prof. Gustav Mie shows 
that the choice is not between being “a man scientifically trained” 
and “a believing Christian,” but that “one must choose to be either 
a prideful man who places himself beside God or a truthful man 
who realizes that he is infinitely beneath God.” (See Allg. Ev.-Luth. 
Kztg., Nov. 29, 1940.) Science trains its pupils in modesty. 

Science warns its pupils against appraising science too highly 
and appealing to its findings as the ultima ratio. Science for the 
Elementary-School Teacher, by G.S. Craig, says in the preface: 
“Too frequently we assume that we are living in an age of science, 
when in reality science has been applied to only a small fringe of 
society’s problems.” Again: “In a very real sense the scientific 
method may never be fully mastered by the individual.” Why, it 
takes a man a lifetime to master only one of the many branches of 
science, and such a man will not use the term “master.” And we 
have been told that Prof. Edwin E. Aubrey (liberal) told his class 
in this year’s summer course at the University of Chicago: “The 
purpose of this course is to destroy your faith in the omnicompe- 
tence of science.” 

Furthermore, the fact that science has made so many mistakes 
keeps its true disciples in a modest frame of mind. Reread the 
preceding section. How often has science been compelled to re- 
verse itself! The “Mistakes of Science” is an important locus in the 
Prolegomena of General Science, and the teacher makes us of this 
locus to instil modesty into the pupils. The class is asked to write 
a paper on “The Confession of a Scientist” and this Confession em- 
braces two parts: He confesses his great ignorance in many matters 
of science, and he confesses his many mistakes. He declares in the 
name of science both: “Ignoramus, ignorabimus,” and: Erravimus, 
errabimus. The pupil who has mastered this locus continues his 
study of science in a very chastened spirit. If he is minded to con- 
tinue his work in science in the spirit of presumptuous dogmatism 
and arrogant cock-sureness, he will not be permitted to graduate. 
Modesty is one of the outstanding characteristics of a scientist. 

Next, the true scientist is honest. He is always ready to ac- 
knowledge and to correct the mistakes of science, his own mistakes 
and the mistakes the fathers of science made. His scientific con- 
science will not permit him to perpetuate theories which have been 
proved false. We admire science for this auality of honesty and 
candidness. And without it science would never have made its 
great advances. 

Furthermore, the honest scientist is extremely cautious. He is 
not hasty in his judgments. He will not utter a final judgment until 
all the facts in the case are assembled and closely examined. 
Science deals with facts, with facts alone; and when a man enters 
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the order of scientists, he takes the solemn obligation to gather all 
the facts relating to his particular province, even if it takes his life- 
time to complete what his predecessors began, and, if he dies be- 
fore that is completed, to leave the judgment to his successors. We 
admire these patient, plodding scientists; and we admire the scien- 
tific restraint they exercise: no judgment except on the basis of 
established facts. They may put out certain hypotheses as possible 
explanations of certain observed facts. But their scientific con- 
science will not permit them to label these hypotheses as facts, as 
established truths. 


Do the Bible-critics, as a class, measure up to the humility and 
honesty that characterizes the scientists as a class? It is not an 
indication of modesty when Dr. Fosdick declares that “no well- 
instructed mind” can believe in Verbal Inspiration. And it is not 
only the liberals but also the conservatives who make the mon- 
strous assertion — and believe it! — that the Bible theologians are 
ignoramuses. Scientific moderation and broad-mindedness should 
have kept the critics from indulging in such supercilious self- 
conceit. Mature scientists do not assume a superior attitude 
towards those who cannot agree with them.!% What is worse, the 
critics assume a superior attitude towards the Biblical writers. It 
is agreed by most men that these writers were men of no mean 
attainments. But our critics do not hesitate to stigmatize their 
books as a catch-all of all manner of puerilities, imbecilities, con- 
tradictory statements, and silly anecdotes. Why, one of them even 
says: “We who have attained higher forms in the world-wide 
schoolroom of the great Instructor of men” than the Old Testa- 
ment writers. (De Witt, What Is Inspiration? P.182.) Worse than 
that, they have the arrogance to pass judgment on matters of which 
they know absolutely nothing. The scientist does not presume to 
draw the supernatural into the realm of his investigation; he is too 
modest for that; but the critics deny miracles, deny the creatio ex 
nihilo, deny the resurrection, because their smattering of science 
knows nothing of these things. We are not speaking of Christian 
humility. We are speaking of scientific humility, and that keeps 
men from sitting in judgment on God. 





119) “There is a class of men, of no mean intellectual caliber, who 
say that ‘the Bible is not the inerrant Word of God,’ and they are cock- 
sure that it is not, and they have a very supercilious contempt, or, at 
least, a great patronizing pity, for the preachers and other people, whom 
they characterize as ‘reactionaries’ or ‘obscurantisis’ or ‘medieval’ or 
‘archaic’ or ‘antediluvian,’ who still hold to the belief that ‘the Bible is 
the inerrant Word of God.’” (R.A. Torrey, Is the Bible the Inerrant 
Word of God? p.39.) Torrey adds: “The fundamental trouble with 
these men is set forth by God Himself in a remarkable sentence in Rom. 
1:22: ‘Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools.’ ” 


52 
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Again, it does not reveal humility when men reject certain 
teachings because of certain unsolvable difficulties connected there- 
with. It is a mark of self-conceit when men imagine that, because 
they cannot solve the problem, nobody else can. It is the height 
of arrogance and vanity when men ask to have their ignorance 
made the deciding factor on the question at issue. That is not the 
scientific spirit. “The prime truth of science — universal gravita- 
tion — is not yet free of difficulty. .... But reasonable men are 
not by these” (difficulties) “kept from believing in gravitation.” 
(H. M’Intosh, Is Christ Infallible and the Bible True? P.651.) It 
is unreasonable to doubt a truth because of certain difficulties con- 
nected therewith, and it is contrary to scientific modesty.!2® Oh, 
yes, there are a few Bible difficulties, in connection with seeming 
contradictions and certain historical and scientific statements, which 
have not yet been solved. But only the conceited critic will say: 
There is no solution possible; else I would have found the solution; 
therefore the Bible is full of errors. Yes, miracles transcend the 
puny minds of Harnack and Fosdick; but the scientist will tell 
them: Withhold your judgment! And will they reject Inspiration 
because “the processes and technique of science” cannot explain it? 
Are they really asking us to take our cue from their ignorance? 12) 

Then, there is such a thing as scientific honesty. The scientists, 
as a class, are ever ready to admit the mistakes of science. Are the 


Biblical critics ready to admit the many mistakes of Biblical crit- 
icism, apologize for them, and openly declare that the charges of 
the errancy of the Bible are unfounded? The fourth article of this 
series has demonstrated that these charges are unfounded. Science, 
the most painstaking investigation, pursued on scientific lines, and 





120) Torrey’s words will bear repeating: “Let us deal with any dif- 
ficulty we meet in the Bible with that humility that becomes all persons 
of such limited understanding as we all are. Recognize the limitations 
of your own mind and knowledge and do not for a moment imagine 
that there is no solution just because you found none. ... It would 
seem as if any really normal man would have a sufficient amount of 
that modesty that is becoming in beings so limited in knowledge as we 
all undeniably are to say: “Though I see no possible solution to this dif- 
ficulty, some one a little wiser than I might easily find one”... A man 
is not a philosopher but a fool who gives up a thoroughly established 
theorem because there are certain difficulties that he cannot explain. 
No reputable sciertist in any department of science ever does that.” 
(Op. cit., pp. 22, 61, 69.) 

121) M’Intosh: “If we were not to believe anything till it was en- 
tirely free of difficulty, or plausible objections, then we should believe 
nothing. The prime truth of science — universal gravitation—is not 
yet free of difficulty. And the fitst truth in religion— God is Love —is 
by no means free of difficulty; and plausible objections have been urged 
against it from terrible and staggering things in nature, providence, and 
life. But reasonable men are not by these kept from believing in gravi- 
tation or in God; and why, then, should they in believing the Bible 
tlaim when, like these, it is established on its own proper evidence?” 
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all the advances of science have not overthrown a single teaching of 
Christianity or discredited a single statement of Scripture.12?) But 
they are still harping on the charge that the Cyrenius passage con- 
tains a glaring blunder and that the story of the healing of the blind 
men at Jericho contains an outright contradiction. In spite of the 
fact that reputable scientists have agreed that the Ptolemaic theory 
might be true, they are still filling the land with the cry that only 
the Copernican theory can be true and that therefore Joshua was 
weak in science. The least that we can ask of the moderns is the 
candid confession that many, most, of the counts in their indictment 
of the Bible have been disproved. When will they issue a mani- 
festo to that effect? 

Science is honest. It shows no partiality. The moderns who 
are pleased to attach greater weight to the statements of the secular 
historian Josephus than to those of the Biblical historian Luke have 
not the scientific mind. 

The honest scientist refuses to judge before he has assembled 
and studied all the facts in the case. Many of the statements of 
the Bible are ruled out by critics who are bound to confess that 
many of the circumstances that would shed light on these state- 
ments are unknown to them. 


Occasionally even such dishonesty is practised as Lindberg 


stigmatizes in the words quoted above: “Some who reject the 
plenary inspiration of the Bible have never attempted to investi- 
gate any contradiction.” A.W. Pink speaks in a similar strain: 
“There are no real discrepancies. The harmony existing between 





122) Edwin Lewis: “Christianity contradicts no known facts. Its 
falsity can at no point be logically demonstrated.” (The Faith We De- 
clare, p.126.) America (Roman-Catholic) recently wrote: “Between the 
years 1749 and 1941 the progress of scientific research was phenomenal. 
Voluminous information was gathered concerning the times of Christ, the 
contemporaries of Christ; and enemies of the Savior strove to use the 
fresh knowledge to weaken the historicity of the Gospel-story. Each 
attempt not merely failed to shake that story but actually ended up by 
adding additional confirmation to it. Knowledge of the complex forces 
of nature experienced an enormous increase during the 1749—1941 period, 
and foes of the God-man sought to employ this accumulated learning to 
assail the miracles and other features of the Gospel. Every attack petered 
out in failure. In this year of 1941, when mankind knows more about 
the science of history and the laws of nature than it ever knew before, 
the Gospel-story is still going strong. If such multitudes of big-name 
leaders of science, of history, of ‘liberal theology,’ had hurled the con- 
centrated and persistent attack at any other book that they hurled at 
the gospels, that book would have been discredited long ago... .” (See 
Conc. Tueot. Mruty., XII, p.630.) And that applies not only to the doc- 
trines and the outstanding facts of the Bible but also to the least details. 
Of the geographical statements of the Bible “not one has been proved 
false” (Proc., Western Dist., 1865, p.31). “A real contradiction, preclud- 
ing any solution as unthinkable and impossible, has not yet been dis- 
covered.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1898, p.107.) Etc. 
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them does not appear on the surface, but often is only discovered 
by protracted study.” (The Divine Inspiration of the Bible, p. 60.) 
Most discrepancies vanish when honest, thorough scientific investi- 
gation is applied to them, such as is evidenced, for instance, in the 
articles: “The Chronology of the Two Covenants” (Gal.3:17 ep. 
with Ex. 12:40) and “The Alleged Contradiction between Gen. 1: 
24-27 and 2:19” in Conc. Tueou. Mruty., XII, p. 606 ff., 652 ff. We 
are not, of course, speaking of all moderns, but of that class of glib 
critics who do not find the time for scientific study of the case, but 
fill their time with denouncing the Bible for its contradictions and 
mistakes. 

Again, will an honest scientist undertake to speak with 
authority in a matter of which he is absolutely ignorant? Here 
are the Bible-critics who deny the truth of the Creation in the 
interest of evolution and consequently charge the Bible with a 
grave mistake, and this in spite of the fact that “the ultimate nature 
of matter not only remains unknown, but also unknowable” (Theo- 
logical Forum, Jan., 1931, p.40). And still they pretend to know 
all about the origin of matter! (See the entire article: “Creation of 
Matter.”) Recall the statement of the Marquis of Salisbury: What 
do you know about the origin of life in our day? And do you 
presume to tell us all about how life originated in the dim ages 
of the past? The evolutionary critics of the Bible are not scientists; 
they are charlatans. 

And when a preacher tells his congregation that the account of 
Gen. 1 must be rejected because science has established that evolu- 
tion produced the plants and the animals and man, he is saying 
what is not true. A scientist loses caste when he falsifies the record 
in order to prove his point. But the evolutionary critics of the 
Bible are operating with manufactured evidence. 


What is the explanation of these unscientific tactics? The 
Bible-critics are, as a rule, swayed by prejudice. And such an 
attitude does violence to another principle of pure science. Science 
is unprejudiced. Its disciples are not permitted to carry any pre- 
conceived opinions into their investigations. But our moderns are 
constantly doing this very thing. Here are those who are so 
thoroughly convinced of the truth of the assumptions of higher 
criticism, including the hypothesis of evolution, that they will not 
listen to any contrary statement, the contrary statements of the 
Bible. “These presuppositions and assumptions are the determin- 
ing element in the entire movement.... Their minds seem to be in 
abject slavery to their theory. ... They feel instinctively that to 
accept the Bible statements would be the ruin of their hypothesis.” 
(See p.350 above.) “Dr. Fosdick,” says the Journal of the Am. 
Luth. Conf. (June, 1939, p. 76), “is also in the grip of the evolution 
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fixation.” These men cannot read the Bible with a scientific, im- 
partial, objective mind. 

Here are those who are obsessed with the idea that the finding 
of a scientist carries more weight than any statement of Scripture, 
that Scripture must yield to science. In the case of a conflict be- 
tween a secular writer and a Biblical writer the secular writer is 
always right. These men are unable to investigate the matter with 
scientific calm and objectivity. 

Here are those who have a horror of the supernatural. They 
have the idée fixé that science has ruled out the miracle. It is im- 
possible to convince these men of the truth of the Bible teaching on 
this point. It is useless to argue with “criticism that is inspired by 
a dogmatic denial of the supernatural” (Bishop Gore’s phrase; see 
The Doctrine of the Infallible Book, p. 28), with those who dispose 
of the reality of the miracles by the “simple denial of them from 
a-priori philosophical prejudice” (Ph. Schaff’s phrase).12% 

And here are those who hate the Bible. The sole object of 
their Bible-study is to discredit the Bible. The more items they 
can add to the black-list, the better pleased they are. Can you be- 
lieve that B. Bauer, for instance, who finds a contradiction between 
Luke 7:2 and Matt. 8:6 (Luke speaking of the “servant” and Mat- 
thew, allegedly, of the “son”) and has Luke invent the ruler 
“Lysanias,” is not actuated by prejudice, that he is able to treat 
the Bible fairly? 

The fact of the matter is that, as long as a man cannot accept 
the Bible as the Word of God and as the supreme and only 
authority, he cannot treat the Bible fairly. A man who in these 
matters is guided, entirely or in part, by his natural mind and 
reason will be prejudiced against the Bible as God’s Word. “There 
is no such thing as a neutral reason” (The Sovereignty of God, 
p. 16), for “the carnal mind is enmity against God,” Rom. 8:7. The 
unbelieving critic cannot but take an antagonistic position towards 
God’s Word. And unless the believer is constantly on his guard, 
his flesh will ever and again influence him in the same direction. 
There is much prejudice and animosity evident where men discuss 
the authority and inerrancy of the Bible. A candid discussion is 
a rare thing.!2* 





123) And what can you expect of those whose attitude is thus de- 
scribed by Dr. Wm. Robinson: “Then, we also have in American uni- 
versities an unmistakable tendency to deny the supernatural. For a man 
really to believe the miracles of the New Testament is tantamount to 
surrendering his academic standing.” (See The Sovereignty of God, 
p. 159.) 

124) Here is an extreme case of bigoted prejudice. “Some will then 
ask, Well, why don’t more men believe in the resurrection, especially 
some of our outstanding scholars? I think the reason they do not believe 
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Prof. G. L. Raymond declares: “The science of the day trains 
the mind to be candid and logical; and theology is inclined to be 
neither.” (The Psychology of Inspiration, p. VI.) If he is speaking 
of common science as being candid, we fully agree with him. If he 
is speaking of the science pretended by the critics of the Bible, he 
will be hard put to it to make good his claim.!2© . 

No.12: The moderns deal largely in hypotheses.— We have 
already touched upon this subject. We shall now, partly by way 
of recapitulation and partly by way of supplement, add a few 
more remarks. 


1) Hypotheses are guesses. The handbooks say: “The hypoth- 
esis is a tentative theory or supposition provisionally adopted to 
explain certain facts and to guide in the investigation of others; 
frequently called a working hypothesis.” The hypothesis — unless 
it be one of the wild kind which has no scientific justification what- 
ever — serves a good purpose. But all men are agreed that, as long 
as it remains a hypothesis, it is not an established truth; it remains, 
in unscientific language, a guess. “Science, as the term is mostly 
used, is made up largely of learned guesses, but it is seldom that 
scientists have a concrete thing like the comet to try their guesses 
on.” (Detroit News.) 

2) Copernicanism, the various theories with which higher 
criticism has been and is operating, and the doctrine of evolution 
are hypotheses. (We are specifying these theories because the 
moderns are fully convinced that these teachings have given the 
death-blow to the plenary inspiration and the inerrancy of the 
Bible.) All the world knows, the scientists know, and the moderns 
dare not gainsay it, that they are pure hypotheses. T.H. Huxley 
designates evolution, for instance, as a hypothesis; he calls it that 
four times in seven lines of a page in the Encyclopedia Britannica. 
E. Haeckel says: “It is self-evident that our genealogical history is 
and ever will be a fabric of hypotheses.” (See God and the Cosmos, 





is because they do not want to believe, that they have determined not to 
believe. ... Prof.C.E.M.Joad of the University of London declared as 
late as 1933 that he will not believe in such an event, no matter what the 
evidence. These are his own words: ‘Even if the evidence were far 
more impressive than the tatter of inconsistencies, divergencies, and con- 
tradictions which is in fact available, I should pro) robably still refuse to 
credit the fact which it purported to establish. No matter what the 
evidence is, because of his own convictions regarding what ought to be 
in the universe, Professor Joad frankly states that he will never believe, 
‘no matter what the evidence.’” (The Supernaturalness of Christ. Can 
We Still Believe in It? p. 221 f. See Conc. Tueo.. Mruty., XII, p. 235.) 

125) And science trains the mind “to be logical.” Absolutely. But 
the moderns do not show that they have been sufficiently trained in 
this particular technique of science. Other sections of this essay have 
demonstrated that. 
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p. 306.) J.A.Thomson: “The hypothesis most in accord with evo- 
lutionary thinking is that of the occurrence of abiogenesis in the 
dim and distant past.” (Op. cit., p. 106.) And the moderns, as a rule, 
unhesitatingly use the same designation. F. Baumgaertel: “The 
hypotheses which natural science today sets up regarding the origin 
of the world are indeed hypotheses, but one thing is absolutely 
sure: Creation did not take place as the Old Testament describes it.” 
(See W. Moeller, Um die Inspiration der Bibel, p.31.) E. Brunner: 
“Tt is a well-grounded hypothesis that a more or less continuous 
pedigree traces the origin of humanity far back into the animal 
sphere.” (The Word and the World, p. 99.) H.E. Fosdick: “It may 
be that the evolutionary hypothesis is dangerous to the religious 
faith of many folk who welcome it today, as some conservatives 
think, but, for all that, the more facts we know, the better founded 
does the hypothesis appear.” (The Modern Use of the Bible, p. 51.) 
Well-grounded 126 or not, a hypothesis it is, and a hypothesis it 
remains, by their own admission. Since the days when Huxley 
and Fosdick used the term hypothesis, nothing has occurred in the 
world of science to justify men to speak of evolution as an estab- 
lished truth. We have not heard of the jubilations which would 
have been held, we have not seen the bonfires which would have 
been blazing on the campuses of the universities and the liberal 
seminaries, if those long-hoped-for facts had been finally dis- 
covered. The teachings which are relied upon to demolish the 
Bible are mere guesses; in military slang, duds. 

3) The pathetic thing is that the moderns believe in these 
hypotheses with a heroic faith. They accept them as established 
truths and as precious truths. In one breath they speak of evolu- 
tion as a hypothesis and as a fact: “well-grounded hypothesis.” 
H. Spencer and Huxley said: “This hypothesis may be expected to 
survive and become established.” (See Lehre und Wehre, 1913, 
p. 71.) And when you hear the high-school teacher and the uni- 
versity professor talk on this subject, when you hear the liberal 
preacher base his rejection of Gen.1 on the assured results of 
science, on the teaching of evolution, you notice that they are con- 
vinced that they are living in the day of the fulfilment of Huxley’s 
prophecy. Though no conclusive facts have been adduced, they 
believe in the fact of evolution. 

We cannot understand how Dr. Delk could pen the following: 
“Tt is true that this theory was once a hypothesis. Every scientific 
truth was once held as a mere hypothesis. The belief in organic 
evolution, including the appearance of man, for the overwhelming 
majority of scientists has passed out of the stage of hypothesis and 





126) “It is a well-grounded hypothesis.” 
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become the working theory of science.” (See Lehre und Wehre, 
1913, p. 149.) More than this; it is certainly a strange psy- 
chosis that could induce Haeckel to declare that evolution is in- 
deed a hypothesis, but one that has been elevated to the rank of 
a fact. The situation has been adequately described by the state- 
ment: “Dr. Fosdick is in the grip of the evolution fixation.” The 
human mind has the faculty of persuading itself of the truth of a 
thing which in its sane moments it refuses to accept as proved. 
“Unable to prove the theory, the scientists decided to declare it 
a certainty anyway.” ?2” And it has become a veritable article of 
faith to them. They feel aggrieved if you presume to doubt it. 
They claim the right to cherish it and fight for it. A man once 
told us indignantly: “We let you believe what the Bible teaches; 
you ought to let us believe what science teaches.” It is a fixation. 


Science does not teach evolution. It admits that evolution can- 
not be proved. And there is irrefutable proof that man did not 
descend from the ape or from any other animal or from dead 
matter. Speaking of the hypothesis of abiogenesis, J. A. Thomson 
writes: “A we have said, there is no evidence in support of this 
view.” (Op. cit., p. 107.) See the quotation above from the Allg. Ev.- 
Luth. Kztg., Feb. 21, 1941. Oswald Spengler writes in Der Unter- 





127) Statement by America, April 19, 1941. The entire paragraph 
reads: “The theory of evolution is still only a theory. Despite the world- 
wide efforts of untold millions of scientists, it has never been proved. 
Unable to prove the theory, the scientists decided to declare it a cer- 
tainty anyway, somewhat after the fashion in which printing-press money 
is declared to be real money when it is not. And thus into the text- 
books, into the lecture-halls, into the anthropological sessions, stepped 
the theory disguised as a fact. This modern age, which regards itself as 
so enlightened, ridicules the theories which passed for facts in former 
epochs. For example, the Ptolemaic theory, which assumed that the 
earth was the central body around which the sun and planets revolved 
is today the butt of countless witticisms. It is quite possible that some 
future epoch will pour on the theory of evolution the same stream of 
sarcasm that this age pours on the theory of the Alexandrian astronomer. 
We may imagine a gathering of scientists three centuries hence and the 
newspaper dispatches describing the proceedings.” We may as well give 
the next paragraph, too: “Dispatch. April 12, 2341 A.D. The American 
Association of Super Scientists opened their annual convention yester- 
day. In the afternoon session, Prof. B. A. Stufchert read a scholarly paper 
entitled: ‘The Gullibility, Self-Deception, Stupidity, and Fatuity of For- 
mer Ages.’ Professor Stufchert blasted the unscientific methods of pre- 
modern eras. ‘In the period between 1850 and 1975 A. D., the un- 
scientific orgy reached its peak,’ Professor Stufchert stated. ‘In these 
years, instead of following the facts wherever they led, it became the 
custom to make the facts fit in with preconceived ideas. For example, 
consider the now forgotten monkey-descent theory. A world-wide 
build-up and conspiracy favored this theory, and when the proof for it 
was not forthcoming, the so-called scientific circles felt, if it wasn’t 
true, it ought to be and taught it anyway. As a consequence, several 
= believed they were descended from monkeys and acted ac- 
co: yg ” 
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gang des Abendlandes, Il, p.35: “Not the slightest trace of a de- 
velopment of the race towards higher structure has been found. 
Man has come as the result of a sudden change, of which the 
whence, how, and why will be an unfathomable mystery. ... The 
origin of the earth, the beginning of life, the introduction of ani- 
mated beings, are mysteries which we must accept as such.” The 
Lutheran Witness, which quotes this and more, comments: “The 
statements quoted from Spengler, a philosopher whom the entire 
world acclaims as one of the greatest thinkers of the day, are a 
blow to the pseudoscientific cock-sureness of the evolutionists.” 
(1924, p. 149.) But cock-sure they, as a class, remain. They will 
not, they cannot give up their faith. 

It is too precious. What is back of this faith? No doubt, with 
many it is the misguided scientific conscience. They honestly be- 
lieve that science has established evolution. But there are also 
those whose thoughts are motivated by their abhorrence of mir- 
acles, by the pride which will not submit to God as the Creator and 
Lord of all, and the resulting antagonism to His Word, the Bible. 
E. Muehe says: “Dem christglaeubigen, frommen Kopernikus ist es 
nie eingefallen, an der Wahrheit der biblischen Erzaehlungen zu 
zweifeln. Aber viele der heutigen Naturforscher sind nicht Nach- 
folger seines Christenglaubens, sondern Anbeter seiner Wissen- 
schaft geworden. Wenn das kopernikanische Weltsystem in der 
Bibel stuende, so wuerden sie es sicherlich nicht annehmen; nun es 
aber nach ihrer Meinung gegen die Bibel zu sprechen scheint, 
machen sie es zu ihrem ewigen Evangelium und glauben, der per- 
soenliche Gott und seine Bibel sei dadurch ueber den Haufen ge- 
worfen.” (Biblische Merkwuerdigkeiten, p.91.) Yes, there are 
those who accept certain hypotheses as truth because they are de- 
termined not to accept God’s Bible as the truth. E. Haeckel was 
one of them. He was brazen enough to confess: “Gentlemen, if you 
refuse to accept the hypothesis of spontaneous generation, you are 
thrown back on the miracle of a supernatural creation.” (Lehre und 
Wehre, 1913, p. 359.) A. Harnack had to be told by W. Walther that 
he took the very same position. (See Lehre und Wehre, 1902, p. 30.) 


4) This, too, happens that some men parade these hypotheses 
without a real acquaintance with them. They will even trot out 
dead hypotheses against the Bible. W.T. Riviere writes: “In 1920 
... evolution was popularly understood, even by the learned, to be 
a scientifically proved doctrine of inevitable progress. This mis- 
understanding was so general and so serious that I worked out 
a standard treatment for my young University of Texas freshmen 
when they returned to Cleburne for the Christmas holidays. It was 
based on student reaction to a certain lecture about evolution which 
impressed all my freshmen. During a drive in my little coupé it 
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was easy to start the student into a speech on evolution; and with- 
out fail the well-taught lecture came point by point from the eager 
youth.” Pastor Riviere goes on to tell how he would take the stu- 
dent into the manse, open the text-book on evolution, show the 
student where he and his instructor were mistaken, and adds: “of 
course I had little concern about apes or about anything more 
than a general awareness of current changes in Darwinian theory; 
but perhaps it was healthy for young and growing minds to re- 
member, from this bookish correction, that small-town pastors are 
bachelors and masters of art who may happen to know some of the 
faculty’s lore, and that a preacher may have the right to speak 
with authority in his own field.” (Op. cit., p.53f.) It does happen 
that some do not know exactly what Darwin’s hypothesis was and 
do not know that this particular hypothesis is dead. Another case 
of dealing with counterfeit confederate money.!2®) 

5) These hypotheses, the old abandoned ones and those which 
are in vogue now, mean nothing to the theologian and to the 





128) Science for the Elementary-School Teacher, copyrighted 1940, 
has this: “Despite the fact that man is similar in some respects to the 
apes, the popular idea that man is ‘descended from a monkey’ is not held 
to be true by biologists. It may be true that in the course of evolu- 
tionary development both man and the apes had a common ancestor, 
from which both are descended; but the various families of monkeys, 
apes, and man have been distinct for a long time.” (P.373.) —In read- 
ing this handbook of elementary science we came across a curious phe- 
nomenon. It leaves the teacher in the lurch at a critical point. Chap- 
ter XVIII: “Man Is an Animal,” starts out with the statement: “The 
human species is composed of individuals which have many of the char- 
acteristics of other animals.” The phrase occurs repeatedly: “Like any 
other animal, man is affected,” etc. Surely, being descended from some 
sort of animal, man is an animal. However, the boys and girls must 
be told—they know it already—that man greatly differs from the 
other animals. “Man’s intelligence gives him an advantage in the struggle 
for existence. ... How has man managed to survive? The answer is 
obvious. The human species possesses a brain which is of such a nature 
that it gives man an advantage over all other living things. He is able 
to reason.... The thinking processes are complemented by his ability 
to make his ideas known to his associates through the medium of 
speech,” etc. (P.375.) And the preface states: “One of the most recent 
species to make its appearance on the earth is modern man, a living 
being, uniquely endowed with intelligence.” The boys and girls will 
accept that. But now the bright members of the class will ask: Where 
did man’s intelligence come from? Why is reason and speech not found 
in the apes and cats? How did the human species acquire reason and 
speech? The handbook suggests no answer to the poor teacher. It can- 
not, of course, suggest an answer. St. George Mivart says: “The origin 
of consciousness remains shrouded in inscrutable mystery.” (Origin of 
Human Reason, p. 212.) Discussing the origin of speech, he quotes 
Romanes to this effect: “Any remark which I have to offer upon this 
subject must needs be of a wholly speculative, or unverifiable, character. 
I attach no argumentative importance to any of these hypotheses.” See 
The Testimony of Science for many similar statements. And so the 
handbook is silent on this question. What shall the teacher do? Should 
he suggest to the pupils that there is such a thing as Creation? If he 
dare not do it, the bright pupils will think of that anyway. 
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scientist. The Bible theologian attaches no value to them. Bishop 
Manning, indeed, declared that “the evolutionary theory has been 
accepted by all schools of theologians for the last fifty years.” (See 
The Christian Century, Jan. 26, 1938.) But that statement lacks 
scientific precision. The Bible theologians — the true theologians — 
do not dream of accepting this hypothesis. They refuse to let the 
evolutionary or the Copernican or any other hypothesis correct 
Scripture. As Dr. Pieper says: “It is unworthy of a Christian to 
force Holy Scripture, which he knows to be God’s Word, into 
agreement with human opinions (hypotheses), with the so-called 
Copernican cosmic system and similar hypotheses, or to accept such 
forced interpretations by others.” (Op. cit., I, p.577.) And Dr. Her- 
mann Sasse describes the Christian position thus: “The Lutheran 
Church, today as formerly, has greater respect for the Word of God 
than for the hypotheses of modern science.” (See Allg. Ev.-Luth. 
Kztg., 1938, p. 82.) 

However, at present we are not concerned with the reaction of 
theologians towards the demand to accept these hypotheses as 
truths. We are asking just now how much value the scientist 
attaches to them. The answer is: None, as far as their value as 
proofs is concerned. As the Watchman-Examiner (June 19, 1941) 
puts it: “You are not in the absolute realm of science when you 
are hypothetical. You must go outside its door when you take up 
a hypothesis, and you can come back in only when you have estab- 
lished your facts.” 

Facts! From the first chapter on the moderns have been tell- 
ing us that “the facts” disprove Verbal Inspiration. We ask them 
to produce these facts — and here they are offering us hypotheses! 
That is counterfeiting, theological and scientific counterfeiting. 


(To be continued) Tu. ENGELDER 


= = 
err 


Freedom and the Modern Physical World Picture* 


A discussion of the problem of free will as affected by the new 
physics cannot claim finality in any sense. The modern world 
picture is not complete, for one thing, and we are free from agree- 
ment on the epistemological background of the doctrine of freedom. 
Yet the problem of the will remains the most fascinating in 
philosophy, and the possibilities which modern physics offers 
towards the solution are arresting enough to deserve more than 
passing notice. Any serious study of the subject unfortunately 








*A paper read before the Philosophical Section of the Missouri 
Academy of Science. Rolla, Mo., April 22, 1938. 
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involves factors of a subjective nature, which make their results 
arrived at of little absolute worth. Is freedom equivalent to 
purpose in nature? Is it the psychological phenomenon, as when 
we speak of the freedom of making a choice? Is it a combination 
of the two? One might also at the outset be caught in the fallacy 
of assumption, as when we accept a dualism, at least by implication, 
which really answers in advance our question whether the new 
physics supports the idea of freedom. Then there is the matter 
of competency. I am not a physicist. Mathematical studies were 
more or less of a blight on my college years, and for the new 
physics one requires novel types of algebra, which take one a 
good many parasangs beyond calculus. There is a crumb of 
comfort in knowing that even one who never progressed beyond 
college mathematics is not so much worse off relatively than the 
majority of mathematicians who turn the pages of the current 
mathematical periodicals or attend scientific meetings. Dr. E. T. 
Bell, who teaches in California Institute of Technology, says that 
out of fifty mathematical papers presented in brief at such a 
meeting, “It is a rare mathematician indeed who really under- 
stands what more than half a dozen are about. The very language 
in which most of the other forty-four are presented goes clean 
over the head of the man who follows the six reports nearest his 
own specialty.” Fortunately the basic factors of the new physics 
are easily ascertained and can be set forth in non-technical, at least 
non-mathematical, language. 

It is my conviction that no discussion of the problem of 
freedom can be fruitful today without a knowledge of the modern 
physical world picture. And I believe that the new physics 
presents data which confirm what introspection has long told us, 
that the will is free, that our actions are free in the sense that they 
are not necessitated, determined, made certain and predictable by 
antecedent factors in the total situation. I am following three 
lines of demonstration to set forth this interpretation of the new 
physics, formulated thus: 


I. The elimination of the mechanistic world view implies by 
necessity the acceptance of indeterminism, and the only inde- 
terminism which science holds forth is not accidental chance but 
free will. The strength of this argument rests on the principle 
of contradiction. 

II. The uncertainty principle developed out of quantum me- 
chanics throws every burden of proof on the deterministic position. 

Ill. The progressive integrations which come to view in the 
physical world picture and which carry through the biological 
field and into the sphere of human action make a harmonious 
world view dependent on the idea of freedom. 
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I 


The old physics held that matter consists of single particles 
separated from one another by empty spaces. It was materialistic, 
inasmuch as the mass points had ascribed to them, once and for all, 
a fixed property (inertia) and were thus made “rigid lumps of 
reality,” which afterwards could hardly be got rid of again. This 
world picture is strictly deterministic, resting upon the assumption 
of inevitable and unambiguous causality of all physical events, 
and thus finally, as it appears, of all events in nature. Any other 
view thirty years ago was received with a pitying smile and 
regarded as suffering from incurable philosophical softening of 
thought. The world picture of present-day physics is distinctly 
a dynamistic one. Materialism in the narrower sense, that is, the 
belief in eternal indestructible matter or in atoms as “rigid lumps 
of reality,” is abandoned. Science began to see that the assumption 
of a mechanical universe in which objects pushed one another 
about like players in a football scrimmage was as much an anthro- 
pomorphic error as the earlier animistic universe of our ancestors, 
in which events took place according to the caprices and whims of 
gods and goddesses. The ingredients of this inferential external 
universe, which still survived in 1900, were space, time, material 
bodies, forces acting on these, and a substantial ether, which filled 
all space and transmitted forces. Twentieth-century science, 
penetrating to the farthest depths of the universe, has swept these 
away one and all — not from choice but from necessity. Now that 
science has failed to find any direct action of the ether on our 
senses, it has dropped the ether out of its stock of concepts and 
finds that in so doing it can reduce the phenomena in question to 
complete order and consistency. The classical mechanistic idea 
proves to be a prejudice, a crude mode of thought based upon 
notions derived from microscopic processes and incapable, in the 
nature of things, of dealing correctly with the submicroscopic rela- 
tions in the interior of the atom, just as little as the statistical 
results of an insurance company can give us any data concerning 
individual fires, suicides, accidents, etc. In the subatomic region 
all concepts familiar to us in the macroscopic are useless; and 
new ones have to be created. Let me briefly sketch the route 
by which we have traveled. 

The original expression of the purely mechanical world pic- 
ture — of a vast system of mass points endowed only with inertia — 
is found in Laplace’s fiction of a World Spirit, who knew at a 
given moment the position of every mass point in the universe, 
together with its momentary velocity, and was further in possession 
of an enormous system of differential equations, according to 
which the velocities were connected with the accelerations. This 





830 Freedom and the Modern Physical World Picture 


spirit would, so Laplace concluded, be in a position to calculate all 
events in the past, present and future, with absolute accuracy. 
J. G. Fichte, Die Bestimmung des Menschen, illustrated the idea of 
an absolutely conditioned universe as follows: At every moment 
of her existence nature is a consistent whole; at every moment 
every individual part must be as it is, because all the rest are as 
they are. You could not move one grain of sand without bringing 
some change into every part of the immeasurable whole. Every 
moment of duration is conditioned by all past moments and will 
determine all future moments. You cannot conceive of any 
differences in the present location of a grain of sand without 
being compelled to alter the entire past indefinitely and also the 
entire future. Make the test with this little grain of sand that 
you see on the strand. Imagine that it lies a few feet farther 
inland. Then the storm that drove it in from the ocean must 
have been stronger than it really was. Then the condition of the 
weather, which determined the intensity of the storm, must have 
been different from what it was; and so the preceding condition 
by which it was determined; and so indefinitely and infinitely 
backward you must assume an entirely different temperature of 
the air from that which really existed, also an entirely different 
condition of the bodies which affect the temperature and of those 
bodies which are affected by it. This difference of climate un- 
doubtedly has immediate effect on the fertility or infertility of the 
various countries and through this also upon the existence of 
human beings. How can you know,—simply to deal with pos- 
sibilities, — how can you know whether the temperature of the 
universe which was required in the end to drive this grain of sand 
farther inland, might not have caused one of your forefathers to 
perish of hunger or cold or heat before he had begotten the son of 
whom you are a descendant? In other words, you would not 
exist, and all that you might do in the present or future would 
never exist because —a grain of sand is lying on another spot.” 
During the nineteenth century physics held to this mechanical 
view. It was believed that all action is predetermined by the fore- 
going physico-chemical situation. Each of us is merely a stage 
in the working out of the world formula. 

Every expansion of science was made to conform to the 
prevalent view. ‘There were supposed subtile forms of matter 
classed as the “imponderables” — heat and light, magnetism, the 
vital fluid, which acted for life, and the phlogiston, which acted 
for combustion. When Dr. Thomas Young worked out the modern 
idea of the ether, 1804, the Edinburgh Review ridiculed it as a 
“metaphysical absurdity.” Even the great Russian chemist Men- 
deleeff still firmly believed that the ether is an extremely thin gas. 
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As everybody knows today, the break came when the entire 
aspect of matter was changed by the discovery of radium in 1895. 
Here was an element which radiated heat at a rate probably of 
3,500,000 electrons per atom, each revolving on an average of 
about 90,000 to 100,000 miles a second. Here was an element that 
drew its supply of energy from unknown sources and obeyed un- 
discovered laws. No mechanical model was available to carry the 
enormous subatomic energies released in the radioactive process. 
Since then the tendency of modern physics is to resolve the whole 
material universe into waves and nothing but waves. These waves 
are of two kinds: bottled-up waves, which we call matter, and 
unbottled waves, which we call radiation, or light. The final col- 
lapse of mechanism came with the calculations of Dr. Werner 
Heisenberg. Today matter is not a thing but an event. In this 
new world the idea of freedom is no longer an intruder but a 
corollary, which necessarily flows out of the abandonment of the 
mechanist viewpoint. 

We shall next consider the change in the concept “natural 
laws.” If we were to represent the ascendency of Law graphically, 
we should draw a sharply rising line from Kepler to Galileo to 
Newton. Kepler’s Laws expressed with almost perfect accuracy 
the observed motions of the planets in geometrical terms, yet his 
explanation of nature was still thoroughly animistic or mythological. 
Only later in life he declared that science must make no assump- 
tions except such as can be actually deduced from experience. 
His proof that matter cannot of itself pass from rest to motion gave 
the starting-point to Galileo, who elaborated the modern theory of 
motion, which forms the basis of physics. He formulated the laws 
of motion, which expressed the rate at which bodies fall in 
quantitative terms. Newton generalized Galileo’s laws of motion 
and, inventing a mathematical symbolism which enabled him to 
handle and discuss succinctly yet accurately the results of Kepler 
and Galileo, proved that Galileo’s law of falling bodies and Kepler’s 
calculations of the planetary orbits were based on the same funda- 
mental principle. In our graph this strictly deterministic principle 
of law would be represented by a long horizontal line or plateau 
spanning the two hundred years from the death of Newton to the 
publication of Heisenberg’s principle of indeterminacy. If there 
were any doubts as to the universal reign of law, they were allayed 
by the justification of the Newtonic system through the impressive 
predictions of Adams and Leverrier, who showed that slight dis- 
crepancies in the motions of the outer planets could be explained 
without abandoning Newton’s general hypotheses, if there were 
some planet, hitherto unknown, at a certain point whose attraction 
distorted the simple trajectories which had been expected. The 
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observation was made, and the planet was found in the predicted 
spot. Who is not reminded of the even more sensational achieve- 
ments in the microcosm which chemical research has scored in the 
last half century, when the vacant spaces in the atomic numbers 
were filled out by the discovery of elements the very existence of 
which would have remained forever unsuspected if it had not 
been for the faith of scientists in the unbroken uniformity of law. 
Yet it should be said that there were early suspicions that the 
parts of the universe have a certain amount of “loose play,” that 
the world is not quite so orderly, so continuous, so inert, so 
carefully predetermined, so absolutely single, as we used to think. 

Today we no longer treat the laws of nature as an actual 
something (not far removed from an impulse, or urge) that results 
in the phenomena of heat, light, and motion. According to the 
accepted view, the alleged laws of nature are only our description 
of certain similarities which we have observed in the happening 
of events. For one thing, the simple synthesis of “least action” has 
not proved capable of explaining everything in nature. At first 
it could be altered and extended so as to bring new phenomena 
under its scope, but—ominous sign! —with each extension it 
became more intricate and, to all appearances, more artificial, until 
finally it broke loose from the facts altogether; nothing could make 
it fit. Next the principle of conservation, though it continued to 
hold quite well for closed systems, was found not to hold within 
the limits of experimental error, and, above all, the universe no 
longer was a closed system. Even Ramsay’s and Soddy’s investi- 
gations into the nature of radium had brought about sharp modifi- 
cations of the theories regarding natural law. Here, somehow, the 
continental divide was reached, and today the notion is no longer 
absurd that an electron and a proton may sometimes combine so 
as to annihilate each other. In the 1935 volume of the Smithsonian 
Institute records, Carl D. Anderson of the California Institute of 
Technology reports that his own experiments and those of others 
“have failed to show any certain evidence that the positrons are 
not created along with negative electrons by the incident gamma 
radiation. ... When a positron meets a negative electron, both 
particles will suffer the fate of complete annihilation.” Evidently 
Millikan is right when he says: “Conservation of matter in its 
ninteenth-century sense is invalid.” 

“Law” today is a term used to designate energy at work. 
Laws are but names we give, as the result of observation, to the 
repetitive constancy of temporal events. They are statements 
embodying statistical averages of the manner in which a substance 
behaves. It is true that considerations of this kind do not alter 
the dependence of the physical course of events upon statistical 
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regularity to an extent which in practice amounts to absolute 
calculability. In our every-day world nothing has been over- 
thrown or has collapsed; what held previously still holds today. 
In his method the scientist is, and must forever be, materialistic. 
In his laboratory work he never finds any spiritual power inter- 
fering with the atoms; he is a “mechanist” in the sensible meaning 
of the word. I also take note of the Neo-Scholastic position, which 
admits that events in nature have only an average, or statistical, 
uniformity; that no one can say in advance which one out of 2,000 
atoms of radium will explode next and disintegrate this year; 
still Father McWilliams points out... . “That the individuals may 
be acting under no law that we can exactly formulate, I grant. 
That they can be acting under no law whatever, I deny.” (Cos- 
mology, p. 153.) But when all this is said, it remains true that 
heat, transmission of sound, etc., can really be properly grasped 
only when they are treated as the sum of innumerable single 
molecular processes, which we are not able to perceive as such 
but only to treat theoretically, but which nevertheless, taken to- 
gether, produce what we see, hear, etc. Laws set up in this way 
by physics obviously only have the character of average statistical 
rules. When any one shakes up black and white sand in a vessel 
together, he will not expect to get anything except a uniformly 
gray mixture. 

From these considerations we conclude that determinism is 
out of the picture. The only possible alternative is indeterminism. 
I hope to show in a later section that chance is inadmissible. What 
remains is Freedom, Purpose, Spirit. Professor Chambers of 
Washington University, St. Louis, said in 1927: “Modern physics 
is not so sure that it can get along without mind as was the 
older physics. The 20th century seems conclusively to have dis- 
carded the controversy between materialism and spiritualism, for 
we are coming to see that these are not abstract opposites but the 
poles of one and the same reality, even as electricity has its nega- 
tive and positive poles.” Strangely enough, the physicist and the 
chemist, whose labors once gave scientific basis to materialism, 
lead the van in the rehabilitation of spirit, while the biologist 
brings up a reluctant rear, and the psychologist, hugging his 
Behaviorist delusion, seems to insist on rounding out his forty 
years of wandering in the mechanistic desert. 


Il 
The first stage in the emancipation of the physical world con- 
cept from the idea of fixed, inexorable laws was recorded when 
Maupertuis discovered that there was a quantity known as the 
“action” associated with the motion either of a single object or 
53 





834 Freedom and the Modern Physical World Picture 


of a group of objects, that each bit of motion involved a certain 
calculable rate of expenditure of “action,” and that, no matter 
what forces were in operation, objects moved in such a way as 
to make the total expenditure of action a minimum. There was 
no obvious physical reason why this should be, although Mau- 
pertuis advanced one of a metaphysical nature, arguing that the 
perfection of nature required the greatest possible economy in 
the expenditure of action. Since the time of Euler and Laplace the 
product of energy and time has been known as action. In the 
new physics neither masses nor energies exist primarily but only 
actions. We have only a something which occupies at once time 
and space, namely, “action,” and the fact that this something is 
“quantised,” that is to say, exists only in multiples of the unit 
quantity h. The law which sums up the whole of mechanics is 
the principle of least action. 

The next step was achieved by a combination of various new 
forms of higher mathematics with the investigation of electromag- 
netism. According to the investigations of Lorentz, Rutherford, 
Bohr, and others, an electromagnetic wave is not a mechanical oscil- 
lation but a periodic change in the field. A wave, then, is any kind 
of periodic change of state which is propagated in space with a finite 
velocity, a periodic change of some quantity, no matter of what 
kind. If the temperature in a room were to change periodically 
(say up and down by ten degrees every quarter of an hour), the 
physicist would say that it is executing oscillations with a quarter- 
of-an-hour period. Exactly the same meaning is to be attached 
to the statement that broadcasting and light waves are electro- 
magnetic waves. 

This was followed by the discovery that the ultimate particles 
of matter — electrons and protons — behave very much like waves. 
We now know that it is quite impossible to divide nature up into 
particles and waves; we can no longer find any sharp-cut distinc- 
tion between them. The synthesis of “least action” shows how this 
can be and is found to give a satisfactory explanation of the 
behavior of both particles and waves. 

Enters a new dynasty — Planck, Einstein, De Broglie, Schroe- 
dinger, Heisenberg, Compton, names — we can say this today with 
complete certainty — that will be named as long as men live who 
pursue science and know something of the achievements of their 
forefathers. The decisive step was the development of an “atomic 
theory” of electricity. According to this doctrine,— and none is 
more securely anchored in all the range of human knowledge, — 
energy, like matter, can be transferred only in multiples of very 
minute but quite definite “quanta.” Just as matter exists in no 
smaller particles than atoms, or protons and electrons, so does 
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energy exist in no smaller amounts than the quanta. The magic 
formula E=hv expresses mathematically the fact that the energy 
quantum is proportional to the frequency. The factor h on the 
right is the famous Planck’s quantum of action; it is a number of 
universal validity, which in metric units (centimeter, gramme, 
second) has the excessively small value of 6.55 thousand quadril- 
lionths (or 0.0000, etc., 655, the 6 being in the 27th decimal place). 
The amount of energy which can be transferred is always a 
multiple of the product of this amount h and the frequency v 
of light and thus increases proportionately with the latter. 

The light quantum hypothesis, as such, dealt a severe blow to 
the ideas of continuity and mutual interpenetration of all actions, 
which ideas lie at the bottom of classical physics. When investi- 
gating the scattering of X-ray, Compton found the curious pecu- 
liarity that the diffused, or secondary, wave-length is not identical 
with the incoming wave-length. The wave theory is entirely 
unable to explain this result. The Compton effect must be regarded 
as a direct. proof of the corpuscular theory of light, advanced by 
Planck and Einstein. The new theory undertook to interpret 
material corpuscles themselves as wave phenomena. 

An incidental reference like this does not of course do justice 
to the genius of De Broglie and Schroedinger, to whom we owe 
these new discoveries, and it also fails to express sufficiently the 
double character, wave=corpuscle, which according to this theory 
is the property of matter. In the world picture as it may be 
perceived in the Riemann-Minkowski-Einstein world, space, or 
time, far from being empty, a-priori forms of cognition, are actually 
assimilated to the physical “thing.” The world becomes space, 
time, and matter, as a single inseparable unity. The waves in 
Schroedinger’s system have no longer any material “carrier.” The 
whole material notion of substance disappears in our hands. What 
remains of plain, real, hard, sharp, heavy, etc., matter? A certain 
probability depending on formal mathematical laws that energy 
or impulse is observable at a certain world point! This is the 
same as saying that from our picture everything has dropped out 
except purely mental concepts. Again, it may be said that it 
could not be otherwise, since science has deliberately excluded 
all else from its purview. But the essential point is not that 
science has done this. It is that science found itself forced to do 
this by the hard facts of nature. One physical concept after an- 
other has been abandoned, not from choice but from necessity, 
until nothing is left but an array of events in the four-dimensional 
continuum. But if only, as seems now probable, only quanta of 
action exist, units which extend over a certain small region of 
the whole four-dimensional world, it can now be maintained that 
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in these small dimensions there exists — within the limits of the 
Heisenberg relation — possibly or probably a certain freedom, so 
that every calculation of a future state of the world based upon 
the present state has in it an element of uncertainty, which becomes 
greater, the greater the time interval. 

Today the world no longer is made up of individual bodies 
marked by extension and occupying a position of space which itself 
extends endlessly into all directions. Space and time have been 
united into an inseparable union. This space-time or world-metric 
is inseparably bound up with matter, and finally energy and mass 
are looked upon as essentially identical. Albert Einstein, this in- 
comparable genius, who is still in his fifties, from the beginning 
took the view, based on his explanation of the photoelectric effect, 
that the energy in radiation itself, in the field therefore, is to be 
regarded as divided into quanta, and these quanta are understood 
to possess a corpuscular structure even in free space. Energy and 
mass were ascribed to light. Indeed, there exists a very close 
relationship between mass and energy, so close in fact that mass 
and energy may be considered as two aspects of the same entity. 

Some of us have had the high experience of being permitted to 
see this new concept of relativity enter into philosophical thought. 
In December, 1919, the Physics section of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science met at Soldan High School in 
St. Louis. None of us who were attracted by the announcement 
that a report would be heard on Professor Einstein’s discovery were 
prepared for the shattering effect of the details then for the first 
time were reported to a congress of American physicists. I still have 
the jottings of what impressed me then as the high points of the 
lecture: “Time and length have no meaning. We cannot say that 
we ‘measure’ time. Centrifugal force is a purely fictitious thing, 
gravity has no reality; both are the result of the transformation 
of your axes. Einstein proves that energy has mass. Force, ether, 
potential energy, are nonsense.” 

We have now had time to think it over. We are agreed, 
I think, that we have to discard space and time as objective 
realities. Forces and mechanism have dropped out of the picture 
altogether, and we have discovered that, whatever matter and 
radiation may be, they are very different from anything we used 
to imagine. The presence of a gravitating mass such as our earth 
does not “draw a body off from its rectilinear path,” as Newton 
thought, by exerting forces; it twists up the framework so that 
the path of “least interval” itself becomes curved. There was 
nothing new in the idea that experience cannot be interpreted in 
terms of space and time. Ever since the time of Berkeley it has 
been customary for the majority of metaphysicians to proclaim the 
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ideality of time, of space, or of both. But they soon made it clear 
that in spite of this, time would continue to wait for no man and 
space to separate lovers. The only practical consequence that they 
generally drew was that their own ethical and political views were 
somehow inherent in the structure of the universe. But so long 
as space and time did not break down in their own special sphere, 
that of explaining the facts of motion, physicists continued to 
believe in them, or, at any rate, what was much more important, 
to think in terms of them for practical purposes. What Einstein 
has done was to tie Minkowski’s “space-time,” or, in the language 
of the theory, world metrics, to matter, indissolubly. A doctrine 
opposed to both the classical mechanistic and the pure electro- 
magnetic conceptions of the world. 

The differences between the result of the more exact Einstein 
theory and the classical theory afford a number of possibilities for 
experimental tests of the new theory, three of which have become 
especially famous: the rotation of the perihelion of the inner 
planets, the deviation of the light from the fixed stars in passing 
by the sun, and the displacement of the spectral lines towards the 
red end under the influence of the gravitational field of the stars. 
Newton’s calculations have been verified to an astonishing degree. 
The perihelion of the orbit of Mercury has for many years been 
known slowly to advance in the direction of the planet’s revolution, 
the observed amount being 574 seconds of arc per century. Of this 
amount 532 seconds have been calculated to be due to the influence 
of the other planets. Thus there has remained an advance of 42 
seconds to be accounted for. Within one point the deductions from 
Einstein’s theory of relativity removed this discrepancy, which had 
baffled astronomers since the time of Leverrier. It has aptly been 
said by Mr. J. B.S. Haldane (in his Daedalus) that “without doubt 
Einstein will be believed. A prophet who can give signs in the 
heavens is always believed. No one ever seriously questioned 
Newton’s theory after the return of Halley’s comet. Einstein has 
told us that space, time, and matter are shadows of the fifth 
dimension.” Most of the work of Einstein consists in deducing 
the consequences to space and time themselves of their ideality. 
These are mostly too small to be measurable, but some, such as 
the deflection of light by the sun’s gravitational field, are susceptible 
of verification, and, as already stated, have been verified. The 
majority of scientific men are now being constrained by the evi- 
dence of these expriments to adopt a very extreme form of 
Kantian idealism. The Kantian Ding-an-sich is an eternal four- 
dimensional manifold, which we perceive as space and time; but 
what we regard as space and what as time is more or less for- 
tuitous. Yet in one respect, and an essential one as concerns our 
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present discussion, the relativity theory of fifteen years ago still 
agreed with the classical: it was strictly deterministic. It was 
still limited to a system of exactly valid differential equations. 

The final break with mechanism came through the incredible 
degree of perfection achieved in the technique of the world of 
electrons. 

In atomic and subatomic phenomena we seem to be faced by 
a state of affairs that lies quite outside the cyclic scheme. A most 
notable characteristic of this region is that strict causality, a 
cardinal assumption in science, does not seem to apply. In the 
motions of individual atoms and electrons there seems to be an 
element of free will. Determinism has broken down, and the 
principle of indeterminacy has taken its place. 

For the understanding of Heisenberg’s principle of indetermin- 
ism all concepts derived from our common mode of viewing nature 
fail. The mathematics employed by Heisenberg requires not only 
technical experience but imagination of a high order and has been 
developed by Born and Jordan into a method of still greater 
mathematical abstraction, namely, matrix mechanics. Fundamen- 
tally the principle can be stated in common terms by saying the 
more exactly we are able to determine the position of a particle, 
the less exactly we are able to determine its impulse; and the 
more accurately we are able to determine the energy, the less 
accurately we are able to determine the time. In other words, it is 
impossible to determine with a high degree of precision both the 
position and the velocity of an electron — though either its position 
alone or its velocity alone could theoretically be so determined. 
The reason for this is that, in order to be observable, the electron 
must be illuminated and scatter light to reach the eye; but in 
scattering this, it receives from the light a kick, i. e., its momentum 
is altered by the process used in observing it. Now, we cannot 
determine experimentally what its momentum was or what it would 
have been if it had not been acted upon by the light-quantum, nor 
can we predict precisely the amount of the kick. What is inferred 
from this by Eddington is that “the description of the position and 
velocity of an electron beyond a limited number of places of 
decimals is an attempt to describe” — not something which lies 
beyond the reach of exact scientific determination — but “some- 
thing which does not exist.” The fact that “an association of 
exact position with exact momentum can never be discovered by 
us” must, it is suggested, be explained by the assumption that 
“there is no such thing in nature.” When an electron is not inter- 
acting with a light-quantum and is therefore unobservable, it 
“virtually disappears from the physical world, having no inter- 
action with it.” It takes Professor Lovejoy seven pages of his 
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The Revolt against Dualism to explain why this does not make 
sense to him. I can only subscribe fervently to the proposition 
that it doesn’t, but I am intrigued by the readiness with which 
the application of Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle from cosmic 
to human values was made by men of distinction in the field of 
physical science. Schottky and Nernst were among the first ex- 
pressly to cast doubt, on the basis of the new light-quantum theory, 
upon the ideas of causality hitherto generally accepted. Born and 
Eddington are convinced that the final abandonment of strict cau- 
sality of all happening is really the last word. Haas in the following 
words: “If a precise description of atomic events in the classical 
sense is impossible in itself, the causal principle naturally loses 
its meaning for physics.” Schroedinger himself appears of late 
inclined towards this interpretation. At any rate, he has expressly 
assented to the radical doubt concerning the traditional concepts 
of causality. And Bernhard Bavink now regards the feelings of 
freedom and the need for causality as “obviously.only two sides 
of one and the same set of facts.” 

If many have welcomed the new outlook as a settlement of the 
old conflict between freedom and determinism, others are strenu- 
ously opposed to such an idea. With C.G. Darwin they contend 
that the question is a philosophic one outside the region of the 
thought of physics. They point out that, if an experiment is 
carried out with a thousand electrons, what was a probability for 
one becomes nearly a certainty in the case of the larger mass. 
Now, to find room for free will within the realm governed by 
physical science, we have to suppose that the motions of our own 
bodies are in some way not free to obey the inexorable commands 
of the older mechanics. But even if laws have only the value of 
statistical statements, it is evident that the millions of electrons 
in our bodies will behave with extreme regularity and that any 
uncertainty would have to wait for a time fantastically longer than 
the estimated age of the universe. Sir Arthur Eddington, however, 
believes that the difficulty is not insuperable and that any break- 
down of determinism in the world will open the door slightly for 
indeterminism also in human psychology. 

To conclude this section of our study: Heisenberg’s principle 
does not indeed affect the problem of freedom in a direct or causal 
way. There is no connection between the freedom within the atom 
and that within the human mind. However, the last word has been 
spoken regarding necessity in the physical world, and the entire 
burden of proof now rests on the determinist position. The argu- 
ment against free will based on man’s inclusion in a closed system 
of cause and effect has now taken revenge from the mechanistic 
scheme from which it originated. 
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The new physical world picture brings a number of emergences, 
advances from lower to higher levels, parallel with an increasing 
complexity, which holds some relation to the problem of freedom. 
I am not speaking now of those emergences to which we have 
become accustomed in the discussion of evolution: life, conscious- 
ness, the backbone, the nourishing breast, mind, personality. I am 
thinking of the advance in complexity which at certain points 
insensibly passes into a new integration, governed by a new prin- 
ciple which with references to the preceding stage must be termed 
transcendental. I am thinking of the impossibility of defining the 
boundary between emulsions and true solutions. I am thinking 
of the fact that the law of entropy can no longer be assumed to 
hold in the neighborhood of absolute zero. I am thinking of the 
well-known fact that out of existing units on a lower plane units on 
a higher plane are formed, from atoms molecules, from molecules 
micellae, from these the chromomeres and other constituents of 
the cells, from these the cells themselves, from them the multi- 
cellular organism, from these again symbioses, associations, etc., 
and in the case of human beings, finally, families, states, and 
alliances, which are all (to use Driesch’s expression) “more than 
the sum of their parts.” From the atom to the world of fixed stars, 
from amoeba to humanity, there is an almost uninterrupted series 
of steps in the formation of ever higher and more comprehensive 
wholes. And now there is an end to the physical domain. Always 
as man has delved deeper and deeper into the universe’s struc- 
ture, he has found finer and more detailed construction. Atoms 
showed their electrons, but now the bottom has dropped out. 
Schroedinger and Heisenberg have spoken. There is an end to 
knowledge not because of a limit to endeavor but because of the 
nature of knowledge itself. Before the infinitesimal is reached, 
meaning ceases. 

As one who has not been professionally engaged in modern 
physical research, I may confess that nothing so intrigues me in 
the study of Philosophy of Science as the magnitude of results 
achieved with experimentation on values so extremely refined as 
to leave the imagination helpless in their presence. We have long 
known that in the more recent speculation on the nature of the 
physical world the quantity defined as the product of two con- 
jugated coordinates p and q was given the name action. We are 
also given to understand that the first form in which the quantum 
theory was stated implied that this quantity, the action, was atomic, 
i.e., that it could be transferred only in units of finite size. But 
we were not prepared to hear that this radical change in our pic- 
ture of the physical world was produced by calculations dealing 
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with almost infinitely small particles. Prof. F.A.Lindemann of 
Oxford, addressing the British Institute of Philosophy in 1932, ex- 
plained that an oscillation of the balance-wheel of a watch in- 
volves some 1075 atoms of action. He goes on to say that the 
number of drops of water in the oceans of the world is of the 
order 1075, Yet it is in these regions of almost pure thought that 
quantum mechanics operates with its non-commutative algebra. 

Within the atom the electron is thirty-eight times ten bil- 
lionths of a millimeter. I am well aware of the fact that, of 
course, according to the newest physics, all such measurements 
can be understood only if we employ a mathematical scheme which 
no longer operates by the ordinary rules of arithmetie. It is im- 
possible to see how a particle of the mass of an electron could 
be confined to a region of space as minute as a nucleus. This 
difficulty cannot be resolved on the basis of the older theories. 
They were developed to describe the properties of an atom in 
which the regions of space involved are of the order of, say, one 
billionth of an inch; they become meaningless when applied to 
phenomena confined to regions of space a thousand times smaller 
in extent, such as those required for a nucleus. It is a startling 
fact but pertinent to our investigation that, when nature is arranged 
in films of one millimicron, they suddenly possess other properties 
. than those which it had in thicker layers. 

Referring to the quantum theory, General J.C. Smuts in 1931 
said: “Even in physics, organization is becoming more important 
than the somewhat nebulous entities which enter into matter. The 
partial truth of mechanism is always subtended by the deeper 
truth of organicity, or holism. The emergence of this organic 
view of nature from the domain of physics is a matter of first- 
rate importance and must have very far-reaching repercussions 
for our eventual world-view.” We are obviously only a short 
distance away from the goal of a final unified summary of all 
physical knowledge, and the question as to whether this goal will 
be the expression of a necessary or an indeterminate “thusness” 
is obvious and inevitable. 

This, of course, is eminently true as we pass upward from the 
crystal to the cell. There is an immense increase in complexity 
as we enter the domain of living matter. We can form mathe- 
matical representations of it, but our thought processes falter long 
before we reach the truth. Consider only that of carbohydrate 
molecules. Many varieties have one hundred to two hundred atoms 
each. Now, the smallest cell is one ten thousandth of a millimeter 
in diameter. It may have ten thousand protein molecules (Errera), 
and each molecule contains hundreds, some contain thousands, of 
atoms, and these are as real as cannon balls. Laid one layer deep, 
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it requires one thousand billion to complete one square inch. In 
weight the smallest cell is 1.6 times one sextillionth of a milligram, 
and a sextillionth gives you a figure with twenty-one zeros. 
According to recent investigations by American biochemists, the 
molecular weight of an enzyme gene is 50,000. Dr. Ralph Wyckoff 
of the Rockefeller Institute, who has estimated the molecular weight 
of the virus of the mosaic disease in the tobacco plant, places it 
at the tremendous figure of about 17,000,000, and with this com- 
plexity go functions as little related to the mere multiplying of 
atoms as the simple multiplying of bits of steel makes a type- 
writer. Prof.Hans Spemann of the University of Freiburg has 
reported the discovery of certain enzymelike substances whose 
chief function seems to be the guidance of simple cells into the 
formation of physical organs. Under their mysteriously operating 
influence the cells shape themselves into stomach, liver, ear, eye, 
brain, or whatever may be needed to complete the animal structure. 
Between the various levels of reality with which we deal in 
natural science,—I am not dealing with the philosophical levels 
of reality, such as sensation, ethical values, esthetics, etc., — there 
is something of the relation which exists between a regular polygon, 
inscribed in a circle, whose sides are being constantly doubled in 
number, so that the perimeter of the polygon will constantly ap- 
proach the circumference of the circle as its limit. In the case 
of a regular hexagon inscribed in a circle it is evident that as the 
number of the sides is increased by the ratio 2 in geometrical 
progression, we shall have the series 6, 12, 24, 48, 96,...? That is 
to say, the number of sides will increase indefinitely toward the 
limit — infinity; and simultaneously — with every step in the pro- 
gression — each side of the hexagon will be diminished by one half 
its length, thus forming an inverse series progressing steadily to 
the limit— zero. To wit: 1, %, %, %, %e...0. The limit of the 
entire development, then, will be represented by the expression ? 
by O, which signifies that the polygon will never attain its limit 
until the number of its sides becomes infinite and the length of each 
zero; which means again that this limit will not be attained until 
the polygon as such has been completely annihilated. In its place 
we have a figure totally different in kind therefrom, the circle. 
In short, the circle does not differ from the polygon in degree but 
in kind; it is not a polygon developed to an immense number of 
(finite) degrees, —i. e., a polygon developed to “the nth degree,”— 
not a “highly developed polygon”; but an altogether different kind 
of entity. However, it is obvious that the greater the number of its 
sides, the more “circular” or “circlelike” does the inscribed polygon 
appear, and a polygon of a thousand sides (could we construct it) 
would doubtless be indistinguishable to the eye from a true circle, 
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though differing fundamentally therefrom. It is just this deception 
of mere appearances which we notice, for instance, in the grand 
spectrum of electromagnetic waves, in which the visible band of 
light rays is but a small fraction. It is this deceptive continuity that 
causes us to overlook the emergence of new processes at certain 
stages of diminishing wave-length. There are here subdivisions 
that belong to altogether distinct categories or orders of existence. 
And as each new category arises, there is a closer approach to 
freedom. 

This is noticeable even in the case of the lowest one-cell or- 
ganism, the amoeba. Once the behavior of amoeba, stentor, and 
paramaecium were described exclusively in mechanistic terms 
(such as “tropisms”). Today we know that their activities involve 
the same characteristics as the behavior of higher animals. The 
amoeba seeks food and endeavors to escape from its enemies, in- 
cluding its cannibal fellow-amoebae. From here on upward, 
organic life is characterized by a kind of behavior which the word 
spontaneity defines more accurately than the phrase mechanical 
necessity. At the organic level factors enter upon the scene which 
we speak of as interests. And now, as we pass through higher 
levels of life, Nature seems to be struggling to free itself from 
the mechanistic chains. Means and end take the place of cause 
and effect. Determinism is not disproved; it is simply transcended. 

It has been pointed out by L.T. More of Cincinnati that the 
very idea of energy changes as we pass from the crystal to the cell. 
The phrase “vital energy” is irritating to a physicist, and rightly so. 
Ordinary chemical laws no longer apply. This is the borderland 
between physical and psychical laws. As the structures become 
more complicated, a new method of calculation is needed, probably 
a Gestalt mathematics. For elementary psychical structures do 
not unite additively (as do physical forces in parallelogram of 
force), but the lower Gestalt merges into the higher. This demand 
for a new Gestalt mathematics for the discussion of biological prob- 
lems has actually been made by Friedman and by Bavink. The 
conception of causal activity common to the sciences which study 
inorganic nature cannot be transferred without further criticism 
to the examination of life and mind. An astronomer, we are 
told, given three good positions of a comet, can with reasonable 
accuracy predict its appearance a thousand years hence. This 
same astronomer, given three good positions of a robin on the 
lawn, cannot predict the direction of its movement a second hence. 

From chance combinations the living cell is distinguished as 
being a true biological whole; it really forms a Gestalt in Kohler’s 
sense, that is, a system in which each part contributes towards 
the existence of the whole. As we proceed from the cell to the 
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thinking mind, we observe the emergence of new integrations 
passing through the biological field into the sphere of human 
action. The beginnings of all human faculties are to be found in 
animals, but in order to turn such a faculty into the power of 
a human being,-a certain something must be added. This some- 
thing is what is usually termed mind. It is obviously related to 
the low physical life of animals in the same way that the organic 
is related to the inorganic. One does not exclude the other but 
includes it and brings it into a higher and more comprehensive 
region. In other words, we have here a new emergent, charac- 
terized by self-consciousness (the ego) and the feeling of pos- 
sessing freedom of will. As complexity increases, calculability 
decreases. For man there is not only the extremely complicated 
body structure but also the fact that his environment is not only 
his world, as the animal, but the world. Thence, by another 
evolution of the polygon into a circle, the field of values —the 
free moral agent and the lover of beauty. On yet a higher level, 
the spiritual, and with it the liberty of the children of God. “There 
is something” — wrote, not a dreamer and poet, not a mystic 
theologian, but a hard-headed physicist, Professor More of Cin- 
cinnati, less than ten years ago,— “There is something that is 
not dust at all, though as in all things else it is found therein; 
something that is the Order of the Cosmos and the Beauty of 
the World; that lives in all things living and dwells in the mind 
and soul of man; something not fulfilled in physics, which vivifies 
the dust and makes the dry bones live. You can call it entelechy, 
you may call it the Harmony of the World, you may call it the 
élan vital, you may call it the Breath of Life. Or you may call it, 
as it is called in the Story-book of Creation and in the hearts of 
men — you may call it the Spirit of God.” 
St. Louis, Mo. Tu. GRAEBNER 
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Outlines on the Wuerttemberg Gospel Selections 


Twenty-First Sunday after Trinity 
John 11:32-45 


d Of the raising from the dead by Christ which the Holy 
Ghost depicts to us for our instruction and consolation in Scripture, 
that of the daughter of Jairus, Luke 8:41 ff.; of the widow’s son, 
Luke 7:11ff.; and of Lazarus (John 11:20 ff.) none is more in- 
structive perhaps than that of the brother of Mary and Martha, 
which our Gospel treats. Here was involved, not a stranger but P 
a very close and dear friend of Christ, 11:5, and His disciples, v. 16. 
(Note how carefully and beautifully the evangelist pictures the 
scene and setting of the raising of Lazarus, vv.1-31.) For our 
comfort and instruction let us consider 






















The Resurrection of Lazarus 





Occurring 
1. In answer to his sisters’ prayers ; 


2. In proof of Christ’s deity 


3. For the purpose of winning others for salvation 








1 


A) The Lord raised Lazarus in answer to the prayers of his 
sisters, v.32 (cf. vv. 20ff.). a) These prayers were expressions of 
true faith and true Christian humility, v.32 (cf. v.22ff.; also 
John 4:49), not impatient, carnal reproaches (cf. vv. 27, 28). 
b) Therefore Mary’s prayer so deeply touched Jesus, v.33; He 
groaned and was troubled because He inwardly was moved with 
sympathy and sorrow. c) Therefore also Jesus’ willingness to help, 
vv. 34-36 (cf. vv. 25, 26). 


B) The raising of Lazarus shows the power of Christian é 
prayer, Jas.5:15,16; 1 Pet.3:12; John 15:7; ete. a) Alas, we 
often fail in asking God for the gifts which He fain would give 
us, Jas. 1:5 ff.; 4:2, 3, both spiritual and earthly, John 16:24; Matt. 
7:7; etc. b) We have, of course, no Scripture promise that God 4 
will raise our loved ones from the dead before Judgment Day; “ 
but do we pray ardently for our relatives and acquaintances and 
friends when they are sick or in trouble? (Note the sweet sym- 
pathy given Mary by the Jews, v.31. Do we show this winsome, 
consoling sympathy?) c) Mary (as also Martha) did not pray 
directly for the raising of Lazarus; they poured out their grief 
before Him, leaving the time and manner of His help to His 
infinite wisdom; just so we should pray, Matt. 26:42; 8:2. 
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2 


A) The resurrection of Lazarus took place in proof of Christ’s 
deity (and thus to God’s glory). a) It put to shame the doubt 
and unbelief of the Jews, v.37. b) It showed forth Christ’s om- 
nipotent power, vv. 38,39. c) It proved the divine glory of Christ, 
vv. 40, 41, 43, 44. As God created light and life in the beginning 
by His creative Word (Gen.1:1ff.), so now by the word of His 
power He restored life to Lazarus, vv. 43,44. For a mere man to 
address dead Lazarus thus would have been the height of folly; 
for Christ to do so was to prove His deity, for just that is God’s 
mode of working in the realms of nature and grace, Heb. 4:12; 
Jas. 1:18; 1 Pet. 1:23, 25; ete. 


B) Christ’s deity must be professed by us today, since again 
the ancient error is being spread within the visible Church that 
Christ is a mere man, Matt.16:13ff. a) We cannot ordinarily 
perform miracles of nature, as Christ and the apostles did; for 
this we have neither a divine command nor a divine promise; but 
we can show forth Christ’s deity by preaching the Word and then 
pointing men to the miraculous success of that Word, Acts 10: 44 ff£.; 
21:19, 20. b) Neither the internal nor the external proofs of the 
truth of Christianity can convert men; this is done only by the 
means of grace, Rom.1:16; 10:17; John 3:5,6; Titus 3:5f. The 
raising of Lazarus by Christ was, after all, nothing else than a 


preaching of the Gospel by deed, v. 4. 


3 


A) The resurrection of Lazarus took place for the purpose of 
winning others for salvation. a) The Jews were in need of a 
strengthening of faith, v.37. b) Christ recognized the need of the 
revelation of His glory, v.42. c) Mary herself (like Martha) was 
in need of consolation, v. 32 (cf. v.25). d) The disciples, too, were 
weak in faith, vv.16,12. e) The effect of the miracle on many of 
the Jews, v. 45. 


B) “God moves in a mysterious way His wonders to perform.” 
a) Lazarus had to become sick and die in order that souls might 
be won. b) So also in our life, if as true Christians we diligently 
and faithfully follow Christ, in all that we say or do in good 
or evil days, faithfulness in our calling, etc., should win souls for 
Christ; yes, even our death should glorify Christ by helping to bring 
to faith or strengthen in faith those whose life we influence. What 
a glorious mission we have to perform, as we live in this poor, 
sin-troubled world! 


Application. — Rom. 8:28; 1 Cor. 9:19 ff. 
J. THEODORE MUELLER 
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Twenty-Second Sunday after Trinity 
Matt. 22:23-33 
Jesus was approaching the end of His life’s journey. Hostili- 
ties against Him became all the more pronounced and severe. The 
devil was extremely busy. His allies, the Pharisees and Sadducees, 
according to the record in Matt. 22, alternated in their attacks upon 
Christ. Jesus answered their questions and knew how to turn the 
occasion of an attack into the advantage of an opportunity to repri- 
mand, to warn, to exhort, to comfort, and to teach. Our text reports 
that the Savior made use of a question addressed to Him by the 
Sadducees to give the divine answer to the question 


Is there a Resurrection from the Dead? 
1. The unbeliever denies and ridicules it 
2. The Lord Jesus affirmed and proved it 


1 

Sadducees came to Jesus on the same day when Pharisees had 
sought to ensnare Him by the question concerning the tribute 
money, Matt. 22:15-22. Of course, they had failed in their sinister 
effort. Pharisees and Sadducees were opposed to each other in 
many things. However, they had this in common: they sought to 
destroy Christ and His work. 

The Sadducees did not accept the doctrine of the resurrection. 
They did not believe in heaven or angels, etc. This resulted in con- 
duct and behavior centered altogether in life here on earth. Jesus 
taught the doctrine of the resurrection. Hence Sadducees attacked 
Him on this point. They presented a hypothetical case. It was also 
much exaggerated. Hardly possible, certainly not probable, that 
such a thing would happen in family of seven sons, surely not that 
they would die one after the other according to their age, vv. 25, 26. 

“Moses said,” etc., v.24. The point which they emphasized here 
is correct. Moses had recorded such a law of God; cf. Deut. 25:5 
(Gen. 11:30). This was carried out, Ruth 4:5. Note, too, that Jesus 
made no effort to deny nor to correct this statement. 

However, Sadducees were not interested in the question which 
they propounded: “Whose wife shall she be?” etc., v.28. Their 
aim and purpose was to ridicule the resurrection. They wanted to 
express their utter contempt of any doctrine which holds that 
eternity should reunite a woman with seven husbands or else raise 
a quarrel between them as to which of the seven should claim her. 
Unquestionably, they planned to deny the resurrection by dragging 
it down into the ridiculous. 

Today the unbeliever ridicules the doctrine of the resurrection. 
Attempted humorous allusions to the life to come; often sacrilegious 
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remarks are made by such as would mock at the thought of a resur- 
rection. Men do not want to think seriously of a life to come. The 
very thought of an accounting in the life to come interferes with 
their type of life in this world and pricks their conscience. Next, 
the wish is father to the thought, and they arrogantly deny that 
there is a resurrection. 

2 


Jesus, first of all, told the insincere inquirers: “Ye do err,” 
v. 29: you are making a big mistake; your argumentation is alto- 
gether wrong; you are ignorant of some very important facts; you 
have such a carnal conception of the resurrection. 

Next Jesus showed that the dead will not rise with mortal 
bodies, v.30. They will not die again. There is no need of propa- 
gation. There will be no marrying nor giving in marriage. Cf. also 
Luke 20:34-38. Believers will be like angels, v.30. Resurrected 
bodies will be true bodies, same bodies as in this life, Job 19: 25-27. 
Example, Moses and Elijah on Mount of Transfiguration. But they 
will be heavenly, glorified bodies, Phil. 3:21. 

Jesus called attention to God’s power. Resurrection can be 
accomplished only by omnipotence. God proved power in Creation. 
If He can create from dust of earth, He surely can raise again from 
the dust of the earth. Apostle calls attention to germination of seed 
as an example, 1 Cor. 15:37. Why should God not be able to raise 
the dead? Acts 26:8. 

An Inconsistency 
Nor you nor I can make a blossom grow. 
A seed must be corrupted in the earth 
Before the first protruding blade will show 
An evidence of a new flower’s birth; 
God lifts a spotless bloom from this decay, 
Nor can the wisest scientist explain 
How life comes forth out of the lifeless clay 
Under God’s wand of sunshine and of rain. 


And yet what inconsistency to hold 
That I shall not be lifted up by God 
After this earthly body turns to mold 
Like the corrupted seed beneath the sod! 
Does God think more of flowers than of me, 
For whom His blood was shed on Calvary? T EB. 


Jesus adduced Scripture to prove that there is a resurrection. - 
He quoted Moses. Could have quoted Job 19: 25-27; Dan. 12:2, etc. 
Why did He quote Moses? Sadducees professed to accept only the 
teachings of Moses. They should have known what he recorded, 
Ex. 3:6,16. Patriarchs had died when Moses wrote these words, 
but “God is not the God of the dead, but of the living,” v.32. This 
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surely means that the patriarchs are alive with God. In other 
words, there must be a resurrection. The Scripture declares it. 
We may well remind ourselves again and again to follow Christ’s 
example and quote Scripture to prove God’s doctrine. That def- 
initely decides matters. God’s Word positively teaches a resur- 
rection of the body, Dan.12:2; Job 19:25-27; 1 Cor.15; Luke 16: 
19-31; John 5:28, 29; Phil. 3:21. J. W. BEHNKEN 





Twenty-Third Sunday after Trinity 
Luke 14:16-24 


It is pleasant to meditate on the glories of heaven. Wrongly: 
as an escape from the realities and rigors of present responsibility. 
Rightly: as a glory spurring us on to overcome every present trial. 
But the Lord makes clear in the parable before us that any medi- 
tation on future bliss should not leave out of account a present fact 
and condition; that is, that the way to heaven lies only through 
an invitation, extended to men in this present world, toward which 
they must take a stand. This invitation is our subject today. 


The World’s Most Important Invitation: Accept a Place 
in God’s Kingdom of Grace 


1. What does this invitation contain? 


A) The invitation implies that we are by nature outside of the 
kingdom of God. An invitation is extended to those who do not 
possess the good thing to which they are invited. —(1) Man is by 
nature outside of God’s kingdom because of sin. Eph. 2:1-3. Man’s 
disobedience to God cuts him off from a place in God’s family and 
inheritance. (2) Man by nature does not even care to belong to 
the kingdom of God. His heart is depraved and does not under- 
stand the things of God. 1 Cor.1 and 2. He places a higher value on 
such matters as making a living, buying and selling, family life, as 
the Savior points out in the parable. Thus matters otherwise good 
and profitable become a source of disaster. 1 John 2:15-17. 


B) The invitation contains God’s request that man should ac- 
cept a place in His Kingdom of Grace.—(1) The invitation offers 
a gift. The Savior in this parable chooses that illustration which 
puts the emphasis on the free nature of the invitation. It asks men 
to accept something toward which they have done nothing; some- 
thing which is completely ready for them, v. 17, like a festival meal. 
The similar parable Matt. 22 adds an episode emphasizing this fact 
by the further picture of the man without a wedding-garment. The 
invitation implies that God does everything; nothing of our old self, 
old pretensions and qualities, is to remain. (2) The parable plainly 
refers to God’s invitation to accept salvation from sin and damna- 

54 
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tion which has already been procured for us through the work of 
Jesus Christ, our Savior. This work has left nothing for man to do. 
It is God’s gift to man, and it conveys its good to man simply in this, 
that man accepts it by faith, that he answers the invitation. Rom. 3: 
23, 24; 11:6; 2 Cor. 5:19; Heb. 10:12, 14. 

2. How is this invitation extended? 

A) An invitation implies a word which is spoken, listened to, 
and accepted or refused. — (1) Through the Gospel, the account of 
the Savior’s work and the plea to accept it, this invitation is ex- 
tended to men. They are to hear it. Rom.1:16; 1 Cor.1:18. This 
word is put into the keeping of Christians that they, too, may aid 
in the business of invitation. Vv. 17,21; Matt. 28:19. (2) This in- 
vitation is contained in, and reenforced by, the Sacraments, which 
likewise convey and seal the promise of the forgiveness of sins. 

B) The invitation is an effective and powerful one. —(1) True, 
it can be resisted, and it is resisted where man, influenced by the 
lusts of the flesh and the false sense of earthly values, persists in 
his refusal, vv. 18-20. So Israel repeatedly acted toward the mes- 
sage of the Gospel in Old and New Testament times; so many do to 
the present day. Luke 8:12; John3:19ff. (2) But God earnestly 
and powerfully invites. He has His Gospel preached and enlists 
us in this work in order to change, by the power of this message, 
the carnal heart and work faith. Acts 2:38 ff.; 2 Cor. 5:19 ff.; Jas. 
1:18; John 3:5; 1 Pet. 1:23. 

The Savior’s lesson of the precious invitation of the Gospel 
should impress upon us the glory of our salvation, completely pre- 
pared and waiting for all men; the power of the message which 
works faith in this salvation; the need of accepting this invitation 
and remaining steadfast in faith; and the responsibility which we 
have in sharing in the spreading of this invitation. 

RIcHARD R. CAEMMERER 





Twenty-Fourth Sunday after Trinity 
Matt. 16:5-12 
Scripture frequently warns us against the care of this world, 
the worry about, and the concern for, the things of this world. 
It is true that we need them to support this body and life, but God 
has promised to provide us with all that we need. Yet we over- 
look these promises of the Lord and begin to worry. 
This care may prove very harmful to us. Therefore the Lord 
warns us: Matt. 6:25-34; 13:22. Our text shows us that 


The Care of This World is Blinding Our Eyes to Spiritual Truth 
1. The disciples show us that this is the case 
2. The Lord shows us how we are to be cured of this care 
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1 


The Lord was rapidly approaching the end of His public 
ministry. By word and deed He had proved Himself the promised 
Messiah. But His bitter enemies deliberately closed their eyes 
to this testimony and desired that He prove His claim by a sign 
from heaven. The Lord reproves them for their hypocrisy; out- 
wardly very religious, they were in their hearts wicked and 
spiritual adulterers, who had broken faith with their Lord, 16, 1-4. 

The Lord sailed away with His disciples, v.5. He then 
uttered the solemn warning: v.6. The disciples had been with 
the Lord for some time and had heard many of His parables. 
They knew that he used this method to present great spiritual 
truths. When He wished to ask about common, every-day matters, 
He used direct language, Matt. 15:34; John 21:5. The very use 
of this language should have led them to ponder the spiritual 
truth the Lord evidently wished to convey. But though the 
Lord did not even mention the word bread and spoke only of the 
leaven, they could think of nothing but of the fact that they had 
forgotten to provide themselves with sufficient food; cp. Mark 8:14. 
Thus the care of the world blinded their eyes to spiritual truth, 
as it had done before, John 4:31-33. 

Do we not behold ourselves in this mirror? We know Matt. 
6:33 and Luke 10:42. But how often our eyes are blinded! We 
go to church, yet matters of this world keep us from paying strict 
attention to God’s Word. In times of trouble we too often forget 
about the more serious trouble of our soul. We often restrict the 
glorious promises of God to this world. We feel grateful for relief 
from sickness of the body, but feel little reason for thanking God, 
who heals the sickness of the soul. Our longing is often confined 
to the present instead of being directed to the glorious future. 


2 


Left to themselves, the apostles would not have been cured 
and the care of this world might have choked the Word. But the 
Lord took matters in hand, as He does today. 

He reproved them, saying, “O ye of little faith!” Giving in 
to the care of the world was not a slight, insignificant matter. He 
does not declare that they have lost their faith altogether, but 
He warns them that it is growing weak; if they are not careful, 
they may fully lose it. We also are inclined to consider such 
worldly cares as an insignificant matter and therefore do not 
watch and pray. The Lord tells us, Be careful; your faith, this 
precious gift, is at stake. 

The disciples had manifested faith when others had gone 
back and walked no more with -Him, John 6:66. The Lord had 
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shown special confidence in them by choosing them as His dis- 
ciples and considering them worthy to be sent out to testify 
of Him. This made their present weakness of faith all the 
more worthy of censure. We also know the Lord much better 
than many others. He has blessed us with a great measure of 
His presence and spiritual blessings. 

The care which the disciples manifested was altogether ground- 
less, vv. 9,10. Twice they had been shown in a miraculous manner 
that the Lord could easily provide for physical needs. This surely 
should have been enough evidence to cure them forever. They 
knew that Jesus was not uttering empty words when He said: 
Matt. 6:33 b. They were to remember this truth for the future to 
keep them from again falling into this error. Likewise we must 
realize that the cares of this world dare not remain in our hearts 
because they in effect deny the gracious providence of our Lord. 
Therefore He has given us many glorious promises that He will 
care for us, so that we may drive away all gloomy thoughts. And 
God has manifested the truth of these promises in our lives many 
a time; let us remember these instances of the Lord’s power and 
not be afraid. 

Finally the Lord reminds His disciples: v.11. The under- 
standing of God’s Word is a most precious gift; we should not 
permit our cares to deprive us of this understanding. Therefore 
they, and we, must, with the help of God, again and again overcome 
these cares, so that the clear light of God’s Word may shine into 
our hearts. 

The cure was effective in the case of the disciples, v.12. May 
we, also, by the grace of God be cured whenever the care of the 
world besets us, that we may obtain the end of our faith! 

Pau. F. KoEHNEKE 





Day of Repentance 
Joel 2:13, 14 

One of the most impressive words of the just and merciful God 
is that in Ezek.33:11 (18:23,32). Although God is just and 
righteous and cannot condone sin, He pleads with the sinner to 
turn from his sin and to seek forgiveness, grace, and mercy in 
Him alone. The Lord supports His call to all men with an oath 
by His own life, a fact which should cause men everywhere to 
take a most careful inventory as to their real attitude toward God. 
In this we also will be aided by the contemplation of our text. 


The Lord’s Serious Concern for All Sinners 
1. He implores them to show true sorrow over their sins 
2. He promises them His grace and mercy 
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1 

In the entire first chapter of Joel, as well as in the first part of 
chapter 2, the Lord had painted a picture of almost unparalleled 
calamities and punishments of various kinds which He had sent 
upon the children of Israel on account of their wilful denial of 
the Lord and their frequent lapses into idolatry. He had also 
threatened further punishments if they refused to listen to the 
admonitions of His prophets and servants. Therefore He implores 
them to show true sorrow over their sins, to turn to Him with all 
their hearts, v. 12. 

a) Fasting, weeping, mourning, as named in order, can indeed 
be simulated and imitated even by hypocrites, and men have great 
difficulty in distinguishing between the true and the false. But God 
searches the reins and the hearts, Ps. 7:9; 26:2; Jer. 17:10. 

b) He calls upon His people for a turning to Him with all 
their hearts, in a change of attitude and relationship which is based 
upon sound facts, a turning away of the heart from that which is 
evil and cleaving to that which is good and right in the sight of God. 
This change is characterized by the emphatic call that the people 
should rend, not their garments, which could also be a mere show 
of hypocrisy, but their hearts. Not the act of Caiaphas, Matt. 26:65, 
is acceptable in the sight of God, but the true remorse of the 
publican in the Temple, Luke 18:13. 


2 

But if such godly sorrow has been effected in the sinner, 
2 Cor. 7:10, then the Lord’s anxious concern for the sinner will also 
carry into effect His promises of grace and mercy, v. 13. 

a) On the one hand, the Lord is slow to anger. He is much 
more reluctant to assert His punitive justice than He is eager 
to show the wealth of mercy. He is not indeed like a weak father 
who condones the sins of his children, for He has found a way 
of satisfying His own justice. His repenting of evil means that He 
is ready to show mercy to a thousand generations rather than 
punish wicked sinners to the third and fourth generation. 

b) As a correlate to these facts the Lord is gracious (chanun), 
ready to show unmerited love to sinners who repent. He is mer- 
ciful, or warm-hearted (rachum), ready to take away even the 
consequences of sin according to His good pleasure. He is of great 
kindness, the word chesed denoting favor, pleasantness, an attitude 
of fatherly benignity, an eagerness to be of assistance to the foolish 
sinners who have lost their way. 

In the measure in which we appreciate the Lord’s earnest, 
serious concern for all sinners we shall be urged and incited to 
true repentance over all our sins and to a childlike confidence in 
His promises of grace and mercy. P. E. KRETZMANN 
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Thanksgiving Day 
Lam. 3:22-24 


The present is a time of trying uncertainty, care, and anxiety. 
A state of national emergency has been proclaimed. On every hand 
feverish activity in preparation for the grim business of war. In 
these days the annual Thanksgiving Day proclamation goes forth. 
Can we in all sincerity comply with it? Indeed! From the dark 
background of evil days the never-failing mercies of God shine 
forth all the more brightly. — Let us join Jeremiah of old in making 


Grateful Recognition of God’s Mercies 
This means 
1. To take inventory of God’s mercies toward us 
2. To regard these mercies as unmerited indeed 


3. To have the Lord for our all-sufficient portion 


1 


A) In the dark days of misfortune Jeremiah still recognizes 
God’s mercies, various manifestations of mercy; foremost, the fact 
that Israel was not “consumed,” that there was still a remnant of 
God’s people, enjoying blessings even in captivity, with the hope of 
returning, etc. The darkness of his days does not blind him to the 
rays of light that yet appear. 


B) Base ingratitude, if we in our time failed to take true in- 
ventory of God’s mercies toward our nation. Though not un- 
affected by the ills of our time, yet “we are not consumed.” On 
the contrary, to the present day the history of our country is a 
record of unparalleled blessings. Contrast days of first Thanks- 
giving Day with the present. Note wealth of natural resources, 
abundant harvests, improved economic conditions, earnings, etc. 
Precious free institutions still preserved. — Above all, contrast our 
nation with practically all the nations of the old world, engulfed in 
the carnage and horrors of modern warfare. The advantage and 
security of our geographic situation, etc. What a catalog of bless- 
ings! — 

Nor let us fail to take inventory of individual blessings. First 
Article; Fourth Petition. Let us not overlook God’s spiritual bless- 
ings. Second and Third Article. Literally God’s mercies are new 
every morning. Every rising sun a call to bless the Lord. Ps. 103. 
Surely, a true inventory will make this and every day a true 
Thanksgiving Day. — All the more, since blessings are indeed un- 
merited mercies. 
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2 


A) Jeremiah ascribes the preservation of wayward Israel solely 
to God’s mercy, his unfailing compassion, and great faithfulness. 
Had God dealt with Israel according to strict justice, they had in- 
deed been utterly consumed. — Jeremiah makes this confession his 
own. “We.” — All the more gratefully is Israel therefore to regard 
its preservation and blessings. 


B) True gratitude ever recognizes God’s unmerited mercy, 
compassion, and faithfulness as the one and only source of bless- 
ings. Thus Jacob. Gen. 23:10. The professed thanks of the Phari- 
see (Luke 18:10 ff.) , hypocrisy. — Our nation, too, has every reason 
to make Jeremiah’s confession its own. Half the population un- 
churched. National sin of gross materialism, greed, avarice, glar- 
ingly reflected in our days by most revolting conflict between 
capital and labor, with attendant violence, unworthy of a civilized 
nation. Corruption of every description, a veritable stench rising 
to provoke the righteous wrath of God. Surely, if any nation, ours 
has every reason to confess: “It is of the Lord’s mercies,” etc. 

Nor are we Christians without guilt. Individually we confess 
with Luther: Explanation of Fifth Petition. — Collectively, as a 
church, coldness and indifference in our Lord’s service. Let us 
sincerely, penitently, join in the confession of our text! Thus will 


the mercies of God appear all the more adorable and make us truly 
thankful. 


3 

A) Grateful recognition of God’s mercies will bring to our 
hearts and lips the joyful declaration: “The Lord is my portion.” 

Many material blessings had been withdrawn from Israel during 
the captivity. But God’s grace and favor was still theirs.. To Jere- 
miah that was all-sufficient, providing for every need in time and 
eternity. Reference to Num. 18:20; Ps. 16:5. 

B) The grateful heart recognizes God and his mercy as the 
greatest and highest good. Rightly so. Folly to place creature 
above Creator, the gift above the Giver. To lose God’s grace and 
favor is to lose all. In possession of it through simple faith in 
Christ, lovingly, gratefully loyal to our merciful God, we may truly 
(“saith my soul”), also in these troublous days, join the apostle in 
the triumphant challenge Rom. 8:31, 32; Ps. 73:25, 26. 

Aus. F. BERNTHAL 


Nore: Beginning next month, outlines on the Epistle Lessons of 
the Wuerttemberg Series will be published. EprtoRIAL COMMITTEE 
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Notes on the Revised Catholic New Testament 


It was the writer’s good fortune to secure an advance copy of the 
Catholic Revised New Testament (the Old Testament will not be ready 
for some time). The price ($1.00) is reasonable, and the mechanical 
equipment leaves nothing to be desired. The cover is of pliable cloth 
(not divinity circuit); binding is strong, yet so flexible that the book 
stays open wherever the reader desires this. Large type, with plenty 
of margin and interlinear space, makes the reading both easy and 
attractive. The chapter heads are brief, but to the point. There are 
appropriate subtitles and marginal titles, the old verse form having 
been abolished. Chapters treating the same or related subjects are 
placed under general headings; the contents are properly analyzed and 
then subdivided into smaller units and paragraphs. The paragraph titles 
tell the reader exactly what he may expect to find in each. 

In the fore part of the book the title-page gives complete information 
regarding the origin and nature of the revision of the New Testament. 
On the following page we find, besides the Nihil obstat and Imprimatur, 
a Prayer to the Holy Spirit: “O God, who didst instruct the hearts of 
the faithful by the light of the Holy Ghost, grant us in the same Spirit 
to be truly wise and ever to rejoice in His consolation. Through Christ 
our Lord. Amen.” The prayer carries with it an indulgence of five 
years, and plenary indulgence if it is recited daily for a month. Next 
follows a congratulatory letter by the president of the Pontifical Biblical 
Commission. The next page presents to the reader a portion of an 
encyclical by Benedict XV (1920), “On the Reading of Holy Scripture,” 
closing with the words: “Our one desire for all the Church’s children 
is that, being saturated with the Bible, they may arrive at the all- 
surpassing knowledge of Jesus Christ.” Then comes a Preface, giving 
a historical survey of the Bible movement in the Catholic Church, in 
which we read among other things: “The Church has always realized 
that Holy Scripture was committed to her charge by virtue of its very 
origin and object. Like the Apostolic Tradition of Christ’s teaching, 
the Bible, too, is a treasury of divine revelation” (italics our own), 
repeating on this point the decision of the Council of Trent. After the 
enumeration of the books of the New Testament comes an “Introduction 
to the Four Gospels” and then a special “Introduction to the Gospel 
according to St. Matthew,” just as there are introductions to the various 
books of the New Testament. As we page through St. Matthew’s gospel, 
we find that all prophecies are printed in insert verse form, as are 
also the Beatitudes, the Prolog to St. John’s gospel, and other prophetic 
and poetic portions. Matt.6:7ff., for example, is printed thus: 

“But in praying, do not multiply words, as the Gentiles do; for 
they think that by saying a great deal, they will be heard. So do not 
be like them; for your Father knows what you need before you ask 
him. In this manner therefore shall you pray: 
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‘Our Father who art in heaven, 
hallowed be thy name. 
Thy kingdom come, 
thy will be done 
on earth, as it is in heaven. 
Give us this day our daily bread. 
And forgive us our debts, 
as we also forgive our debtors. 
And lead us not into temptation, 
but deliver us from evil.’” 


Luke 1:28 is rendered thus: “And when the angel had come to her, 
he said, ‘Hail, full of grace, the Lord is with thee. Blessed are thou 
among women.” 

John 2:4 reads: “And Jesus said to her, ‘What wouldst thou have 
me do, woman? My hour has not yet come.’ ” 

Luke 2: 49 ff. is translated: “And he said to them, ‘How is it that you 
sought me? Did you not know that I must be about my Father’s 
business?’ And they did not understand the word that he spoke to them. 

“And he went down with them and came to Nazareth, and was 
subject to them; and his mother kept all these things carefully in her 
heart. And Jesus advanced in wisdom and age and grace before God 
and men.” 


Rom. 3: 21-26 appears under the marginal title “Justice Comes through 


Faith in Christ” and reads: “But now the justice of God has been made 
manifest independently of the Law, being attested by the Law and the 
Prophets; the justice of God through faith in Jesus Christ upon all who 
believe. For there is no distinction, as all have sinned and have need 
of the glory of God. They are justified freely by his grace through 
the redemption which is in Christ Jesus, whom God has set forth as 
a propitiation by his blood through faith, to manifest his justice, God in 
his patience remitting former sins; to manifest his justice at the present 
time, so that he himself is just, and makes just him who has faith 
in Jesus.” 

Gal. 3 is divided into five divisions under the general heading 
“Justification from Faith Not from the Law.” The marginal titles read: 
Proved from the Galatians’ Experience (1-6); The Example of Abra- 
ham (7-9); The Nature of the Law (10-14); The Promise of God (15-18); 
The Purpose of the Law (19-29). 


These quotations will give the reader a general idea of the Catholic 
revised version. The translation, though dignified, is up to date, reads 
smoothly, and, in general, is clear and correct. It is obvious that every 
attempt has been made to render the text intelligible to the reader and 
to impress the contents of each chapter upon his mind. The demand 
for the revised version is so great that not enough copies can be 
furnished to supply the many waiting customers. Its sale will no doubt 
run into millions. We can readily understand this demand, for we 
ourselves were so attracted by the new version that we read large 
portions of it and then started at the beginning to read it through 
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critically. It stimulates rapid and interested reading and is char- 
acterized by dignity and beauty, there being much winsome euphony 
in the simple, chaste, fluent sentences that are strung together like 
so many sparkling pearls. 


On the last pages of the book the reader finds a “Glossary,” explain- 
ing doctrinal and historical matters, the texts of the Epistles and Gospels 
for the church-year, a number of fine maps, a very valuable suggestion: 
Use of the New Testament as a Confraternity Discussion Club Text, 
recommending group reading and study of the New Testament and 
closing with the words: “May the Confraternity Edition of the New 
Testament inspire groups to come together in the Name of Jesus for 
the reverent study of the word of God, that they may realize the divine 
promise ‘For where two or three are gathered together for My sake, 
there am I in the midst of them’ (Matt. 18:20).” 

From the encyclical Sertum Laetitiae, 1939, of Pope Pius XII the 
admonition quotes the following: “The needs of our age demand that 
the laity, too, should be able to give assistance to the clergy, and that 
not on a small and grudging scale; they should equip themselves with 
a generous grounding in theology by reading, by discussion, by circles 
that meet for study. It will be of advantage to themselves, and it will 
enable them to instruct the ignorant, to refute the objector, to help their 
right-minded friends with advice.’ How well this applies also to our 
own laity! 

There is no doubt that much good will be accomplished in the 


Catholic Church by the study of this new revised version. As Dr. Pieper 
stated time and again: “The Bible is so clear and simple that any trans- 
lation, no matter how faulty it may be in spots, will set forth the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ.” Let us hope that the Gospel of Christ will 
prove itself a power of God unto salvation to many who read this 
New Testament. 


Of course, there are the notes, some good and helpful, but others 
designed to keep the reader from seeing the clear Gospel-truths. Take, 
for example, the note on Rom. 3:21 (including also v. 28: “For we reckon 
that a man is justified by faith independently of the works of the Law”), 
which reads: “The justice of God through faith is not that holiness 
whereby God is just [this statement is true], but that grace which He 
imparts to the soul to make it really, intrinsically pleasing and holy in 
His sight [not true; gratia infusa]. The necessary condition for obtaining 
the infusion of this divine gift is faith, not a bare speculative faith, but 
a practical faith [Lutherans say an accipere gratiam] which through 
the love of God effects the observance of the commandments and the 
performance of other good works” [not true; fides formata]. These 
notes, which sound plausible to reason, undo the entire work of Luther’s 
Reformation. Grace is here interpreted as a donum gratiae, effecting good 
works by which again the sinner is justified by way of sanctification. 
A very subtle approach indeed to teaching salvation by works despite 
the clear text! 

Or take the note on Rom.3:20: “It does not follow from St. Paul’s 
statement (“For by the works of the Law no human being shall be justi- 
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fied before him, for through law comes the recognition of sin”) that no 
man is justified by the works of the Law, that good works are not 
necessary for salvation. The justification of which St.Paul here speaks 
is the infusion of sanctifying grace which alone renders a person super- 
naturally pleasing in the sight of God. This cannot be obtained either 
by the observance of the Law or by any other work of unregenerate 
man.” This is the same error as the one taught above. 

Or take the note on Rom. 4:3: “We should distinguish between 
justification and salvation. We cannot be saved without good works, 
and accordingly St.Paul repeatedly insists on the necessity of avoiding 
sin and doing good. But justification, that is, the infusion of sanctifying 
grace, cannot be merited by us; it is an entirely gratuitous gift of God.” 
This most insidious and pernicious perversion of the concept of “justifica- 
tion” permits Rome to teach its false doctrine of salvation by works 
despite the convincing text. 

Or take the note on Rom.1:17 (“For in it the justice of God is 
revealed, from faith unto faith,” etc.): “The justice of God: the real, 
intrinsic holiness and justice that God imparts to man, transforming 
him from a sinner into a son of God by adoption and an heir to heaven.” 
Here again is taught the gratia infusa, or justification in the sense of 
making righteous (a medical act) by good works. 

The note on 1 Cor. 11:23-30 reads: “This section teaches that: 
(1) the Eucharist is really the body and blood of Christ (24f.); (2) the 
apostles and their successors were empowered to perpetuate the act 
(24-26); (3) the Mass is a sacrifice (25; cf. note); (4) the Mass is one 
with the sacrifice of the cross (26); (5) the Eucharist must be received 
worthily (27-30). Proof for these statements is not given. 

But to conclude. The notes in the new Catholic revised version 
thus are generally clear, concise, relatively few in number, but important 
and many of them so designed as to uphold papistic error in opposition 
to evangelical truth. Of course, there are also many helpful notes. 
Ad 1 Cor. 5:3 ff. we read: “St.Paul indicates to the Corinthian church 
the action they should already have taken. ‘To deliver such a one over 
to Satan’ implies (a) excommunication, (b) trials, even physical, without 
the normal aids of the Church against Satan [the latter we question]. 
‘The destruction of the flesh’ the destruction of sinful tendencies.” This 
last note is very apt, for what the apostle is thinking of is not bodily 
destruction or the physical death of the sinner, but his repentance. 
We wonder just how greatly a Lutheran edition of this kind would 
be appreciated in our and other circles. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Evolution, Science, and Faith 
The search is still going on for the “missing link” that is required 
to prove biological evolution. Each species continues the rigid formula 
set for it in the Bible by being “after its kind.” In New York, we are 
close to the headquarters of the queer creed of biological evolution in 
the Museum of Natural History, and we delight in a membership therein, 
but we confess to a high degree of humor whenever we look at what 
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to us are caricatures in the Hall of Man, where the results of Henry Fair- 
field Osborn’s hectic imagination are to be found. One looks at the re- 
constructed Piltdown Man, Neanderthal Man, and other types — great 
big lumbering, hideously funny-looking specimens, covered with hair, 
low-browed, big-jawed, and apelike in form. We are told that these 
legendary creations are the “missing links.” In such a setting, one has 
to weep over the tragic fruitage of a perverted imagination or to laugh 
at the comedy of humanity deliberately making a fool of itself. We 
prefer the latter, as being more curative. 


Let us not forget that there is not, nor can there be, any science of 
origins. We can never know enough, in fact, so as to establish one. In 
this field, we are dependent on revelation. That, God has provided in 
the Bible. In dealing with nature or biology, we need to draw distinc- 
tions carefully. Biology is a science, and natural history is a science, — 
that is, they are sciences as long as they stay by their facts. But when 
natural history and biology are subordinated to the highly imaginative 
theories of evolution, they cease to be sciences in the absolute sense, for 
they cease to be scientific. You are not in the absolute realm of science 
when you are hypothetical. You must go outside its door when you 
take up a hypothesis, and you can come back in only when you have 
established your facts. 


The trouble between science and religion is just here. Some scien- 
tists are not consistent. They mix imagined hypothesis with their science 
and then expect us to swallow each hypothesis with each science. We 


have come to discern when a scientist is true to his facts or when he is 
functioning as a propagandist. For instance, we regard Dr. Raymond 
L. Ditmars, curator at the New York Zoological Society, as an excellent 
authority on reptiles and insects; but when he goes out of his way, as 
he recently did, to describe five living specimens of the Peripatus, 
“a lowly wormlike creature,” as a “missing link” between two great 
groups of animal life, we know immediately that he is then functioning 
not as a scientist but as a propagandist. The fact is that Peripatus is 
not a “link” at all, but a distinct species. Dr. Ditmars admits this. Why, 
then, drag in evolution, as though it must be proved by force, since it 
cannot be proved by fact? 


We draw attention to this not for the purpose of reviving the old 
controversy on evolution but for the love of truth and science. Vast 
academic areas are committed to the position that biological evolution 
is a fact and is a science. It is neither. It is merely a hypothesis. The 
“missing link” is still missing. The evolutionary concept has not been 
confined to biology. It has in a large measure got control of philosophy, 
morality, religion, and relative fields. It was evolutionary philosophy 
that produced behaviorism, that cruel creed which creates apologies 
for sin. It was evolutionary morality that led to the advocacy of such 
perilous social adventures as “trial marriage.” It was evolutionary 
religion that produced Modernism with its sterile creed of human 
progress and its impossible assumption that man does not need to live 
by his faith. 
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The evolutionary hypothesis today stands discredited not only as 
a means of comprehending origins in the field of natural history and 
biology but also in its more modern recreations of philosophy, ethics, and 
religion. The Christian element that followed evolutionary religion is 
exhausted by world facts and is now returning to revelation and to faith. 
The veneered immorality of evolutionary ethics is now yielding to 
a prayed-for conviction of sin. The vapid, incomprehensible philosophy 
that evolutionists fed to the world twenty years ago is discounted, and 
philosophy is now being rewritten in an attempt to eradicate its lack 
of realism. But in biology and natural history we are still controlled 
by evolutionary faddists. The root of so much twentieth-century per- 
version is still preserved in our museums and in the intellectual “hang- 
overs” of a decadent generation. 

Between true religion and true science there is no conflict. The 
lesson we have before us declares that a false science will create a false 
philosophy, morality, and religion with which to support itself. Likewise, 
true science demands a pure philosophy, a proved ethics, and a prag- 
matic faith. Between the true and the false there will always be con- 
flict. God and His great facts will be on the side of truth. One never 
errs by lining up with Him. That is the reason the abiding figures of 
God’s time are men and women who accepted His revelation in His 
Word and built their way of faith and life upon it with confidence, in- 
telligence, and obedience. Watchman-Examiner (Baptist) 


Luther on Romans 16:17 f. 


The question is frequently asked whether Luther ever gave an ex- 
position of the text referred to in our caption, an interest which may 
readily be understood in view of the fact that the passage has been 
understood for hundreds of years in the Lutheran Church as referring 
to false teachers and errorists of every kind. 

It is well known, of course, that Luther did not include Romans 16 
in his first exegetical lectures on the letter, for his exposition closes with 
Rom. 15:20. And we have not been able to find a passage in his writings 
in which he takes the text from Romans and expounds it at length. 
Yet he did leave an explanation of the verse which sheds quite a bit 
of light on his understanding of the text. This reference is found in 
Luther’s exposition of the first twenty-two psalms. The lectures on these 
psalms were begun in the fall of 1518, continued up to the time that he 
left for Worms, and the work (at least on Ps. 22) was completed during 
his stay at the Wartburg. The paragraphs which we have in mind are 
found in his exposition of Ps. 19:14. 

The Vulgate text, which Luther followed almost exclusively at that 
time, reads: “Et ab alienis parce servo tuo. Si mei non fuerint dominati, 
tune immaculatus ero.” Luther’s translation reads: “Bewahre auch dei- 
nen Knecht vor den Stolzen, dass sie nicht weber mich herrschen, so 
werde ich ohne Wandel sein.” The A.V. understood the Hebrew word 
to refer to things rather than to persons, for the translation reads: “Keep 
back Thy servant also from presumptuous sins; let them not have 
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dominion over me: then shall I be upright.” It is now quite generally 
accepted that the word 3? (LXX read OI instead of the correct DO") 
is to be taken in the concrete and not in the abstract sense, that is, of 
proud or wicked persons. In other words, Luther’s understanding of the 
text seems to be vindicated by recent linguistic studies. 

In his exposition of this verse Luther writes: “In Hebrew the text 
reads: Preserve also Thy servant from proud persons, that they may 
not have dominion over me; then shall I be immaculate, and shall be 
innocent from the great transgression. For the translators [namely of 
the Vulgate, under the influence of the LXX] apparently read the letter 
1 instead of 1, for which reason they have O'y0 instead of O'Iy0, that 
is, strangers instead of proud [alieni instead of superbi]. And what, in 
this instance [in the Vulgate] is expressed by parce is given in the 
Hebrew: for custody [in custodiam], whereby some one is restrained, 
lest he do or suffer something, as Gen. 20:6. ... The emphasis con- 
tained in this word indicates the greatest danger and the most perilous 
battle, by which the ravening wolves, the hypocrites, in sheep’s clothing 
try to devour the simple souls, to draw them away from the piety of 
faith (by which alone the Law is fulfilled and love is exercised) into 
the superstition of impiety and of works, by which the infraction of the 
Law becomes greater and greater. For such a great and important mat- 
ter it is to continue in the piety of faith, that the Spirit cannot sufficiently 
remind and admonish us to beware of the flattering doctrines of the 
proud hypocrites. ... I have stated above that our Latin translator has 
generally rendered the word on by immaculatus [without blame], which 
to the apostle, Rom. 16:18,-means ‘innocent’ or ‘simple,’ Greek dxdxovs. 
The words of the apostle which illuminate this text are these, Rom. 
16:17 f.: ‘Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause divi- 
sions and offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned, and 
avoid them. For they that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but 
their own belly; and by good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts 
of the simple.’ Truly, this passage throws light on innumerable verses 
in the Prophets and the Psalms and attacks all commandments of men 
with marvelous power, emphasis, and with emphatic words; for that 
reason every Christian mind should keep them firmly and vividly in 
memory.” (St. Louis Ed., 4:1169 f.) P.E. K. 


Bingo Gambling a National Menace and Disgrace! 


Bingo has become a national menace and cannot be confined to one 
church if allowed to go unchallenged. The report of the Prosecuting 
Attorney of Bergen County, New Jersey, shows that the twenty games 
in operation in the county, under the auspices of certain churches, 
amount to over $470,000 “take” per year, that is, door and card re- 
ceipts, and does not include cash and merchandise prizes. 

In such a city as Cleveland, Ohio, with more than one hundred games 
in operation, each attended by from 2,000 to 4,000 patrons, the “take,” 
based upon the lower figure of attendance, would be $13,000,000 per year, 
distributed to operating companies, churches, and “charity.” How can 
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we hope to suppress gambling in the underworld with the churches 
sponsoring a gambling device to that extent in violation of the law? 
Christ said: “My house shall be called the house of prayer; but ye 
have made it a den of thieves.” The head of this top-world monopoly 
is not an Al Capone, but Archbishop Joseph Schrembs, whose word is 
law, and above the law, in Cleveland. Prior to his leaving for his 
winter vacation in Hollywood, Florida, bingo was suspended during Lent. 
He can suspend it after Lent. (Later, owing to the great efforts of the 
International Reform Federation, of which Mr. Howard is the superin- 
tendent, it was ruled out permanently. — Ep.) 

Grand Jury Action. Paterson, N.J., a city of 140,000 population, was 
due for a shock on Friday, March 28, when the Passaic County Grand 
Jury brought in a presentment against gambling, particularly with ref- 
erence to bingo, which resulted in the immediate enforcement of the law 
by Public Prosecutor Arthur C.Dunn, who clamped the lid on bingo 
with the result that games scheduled to be played that night in Catholic 
churches were called off. Three hundred and fifty patrons had already 
gathered at St. Mary’s Hall, and 1,500 at Goodlatto Hall, where one of the 
largest games in Passaic County, operated by St. Claire’s Roman Catholic 
Church, was about to open, when the order to close arrived. Conditions 
in Paterson had become so intolerable that the press rebelled and de- 
manded that the county be purged of bingo and other gambling. 


Justice Harry Heber charged the Grand Jury to make an investiga- 
tion based upon the charges made. The presentment handed down on 
March 28 caused something of a sensation. The report said: “The 
operation of ‘bingo’ and ‘bunco’ and like games were all conducted, we 
found, by churches and fraternal organizations, and in our opinion, comes 
clearly in the category of gambling. Feeling as we do, we have but one 
course open to us. No alternative presents itself. It is our considered 
recommendation that bingo and like games be banned in Passaic County 
and that the law enforcing authorities be instructed to see that this 
recommendation be carried out.” 

Bingo Stopped. Prosecutor Dunn lost no time in executing the order, 
and churches where bingo was the favorite form of gambling were en- 
joined while the crowds were gathering and busses from other parts of 
the county were arriving filled with bingo fans. Mr. Dunn said, “I in- 
tend to use every effort to see that the recommendation of the Grand 
Jury is carried out. Any violation of the law will be severely dealt 
with.” Chief of Police James T. Walker notified the sponsors of the 
games that they would not be permitted. Chief Gustave Weller, of 
Clifton, N. J., notified Father Placid Hennecy, pastor of St. Claire’s 
Catholic church, that the bingo party scheduled at the Goodlatto Hall 
could not be held. The Paterson Morning Call, in its leading editorial 
on March 29, said: “If the law enforcement officials of the county and 
the various municipalities follow the recommendation of the Grand Jury, 
those who in the past have operated bingo games, ostensibly for charity, 
but with rake-off, will have to ‘fold their tents like the Arabs and as 
silently steal away.’” 
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The action of the authorities of Paterson has been successfully rec- 
ommended to Mayor Blythin and the Public Safety Commissioner of 
Cleveland, where bingo churches have been flaunting the law with official 
toleration if not connivance, and where the blind over the eyes of justice 
represents “particeps criminis” instead of impartial justice. We com- 
mend the public officials of Paterson, N.J., for playing no favorites as 
between saints and sinners. What does the Bible say about the public 
officer? “For he is the minister of God to thee for good . . . a revenger 
to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.” It also says, “The wicked 
walk on every side, when the vilest men are exalted.” 

Cuinton N. Howarp in the Watchman-Examiner 


Diamonds in the Rough 


It is a sultry evening in old St. Louis during the late autumn of 
1846. In one of the dimly lit rooms of “The Planters’ House” a strange 
scene is being enacted. A New England aristocrat, a Harvard graduate, 
a man of refinement and learning, is bidding farewell to the unschooled 
half-breed who has been his daily companion and guide throughout the 
strenuous months of untold hardships on “The Oregon Trail.” But 
few words are spoken. Men of the wide open spaces have learned the 
art of giving expression to their inmost feelings without words. A meet- 
ing of keen eyes meaningfully moistened, that grip of the outstretched 
hand, which since the dawn of time has been the unmistakable token of 
true fellowship — and Francis Parkman takes leave of Henry Chatillon. 

But Parkman, the scholar, who seldom let merit pass unappreciated, 
was not going to let real worth stand unrecorded. What is the pen for 
anyway if not to bear record of the things which really count? Before 
he lays aside the pen which has depicted, such as no other historian ever 
has, the real American Indian’s character and mode of living, he pays 
tribute to that unschooled frontiersman in these words: “If sincerity and 
honor, a boundless generosity of spirit, a delicate regard to the feelings 
of others, and a nice perception of what was due to them, are the 
essential characteristics of a gentleman, then Henry Chatillon deserves 
the title. He could not write his own name, and he had spent his life 
among savages. In him sprang up spontaneously those qualities of which 
all the refinements and intercourse with the highest and best of the 
better part of mankind fail to awaken in the brutish nature of some men.” 

Less than a decade later, in a log cabin on the wind-swept prairies 
of Iowa, a scene just as strange is being enacted. A scholarly pastor 
of the frontier, a keen thinker and fine theologian, fresh from the uni- 
versities of Europe, with mind just as brilliant as his passion for souls 
has made him eloquent of tongue, is conducting a meeting of his far- 
flung, recently organized congregation among some of the Norsemen 
in Northeastern Iowa. 

Having passed through the better established congregations of his 
brethren in the faith in Eastern Wisconsin on his way to the Western 
frontier, having enjoyed the hospitality of the inimitable Spring Prairie 
parsonage (H. A. Preus, pastor), and having learned what was being done 
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to bring the Norwegian Lutherans under the benign influence of an 
orthodox synod, even as their German brethren had been gathered into 
such a synod under the unwavering leadership of a Walther, the young 
preacher was rather impatient with the stubborn resistance he met at 
the hands of these horny-handed tillers of the soil when he suggested 
to them that they join the recently founded Norwegian Synod. “Synod? 
What was that?” they asked in apparent alarm. “Was it perchance 
something which would fetter their freedom? Then they would have 
none of it, for they were independent, free citizens of a free country, 
and they were not going to sell their liberty to any one!” Irreparable 
harm might have been done by the well-meaning minister that day, had 
it not been for the sage counsel he was given, not by some learned 
university graduate, but by an unschooled rustic. 

During the heat of the discussion, one of the older men in that 
group of hard-headed, self-reliant, perhaps a trifle self-willed sons of 
the Northmen, made motions from the rear of the crowded room that 
he wished to speak with the pastor outside. And making use of an 
intermission, the pastor heeded the call. “You asked me to give you 
advice when I deemed it necessary,” said the farmer, “and the time is 
now come when I shall have to speak. You have given good reasons 
why we should join the Norwegian Synod. I am in thorough agree- 
ment with what you have said on that score. But this is something new 
for these people, and they are sceptically afraid. Do not demand a de- 
cision in the matter today. Let them have time to think it over until 
our next meeting. If you do that, I feel confident that the resolution 
will be passed unanimously.” The pastor heeded the old farmer’s counsel, 
and the congregation not only joined the Synod, but in after-years be- 
came one of its outstanding bulwarks. 

But even as the historian Parkman did not fail to recognize a gentle- 
man, though hid beneath the rough accoutrements of the plainsman, so 
the theologian Koren (for the young preacher on the Iowa prairies was 
none other than the sainted Dr. Vilhelm Koren, the Walther among the 
Norwegian Lutherans of America) did not fail to appreciate real worth, 
though it happened to be a diamond in the rough. The prolific pen of 
the pious and cultured Koren was not to be laid aside until he had paid 
fitting tribute to the humble farmer, Thrond Lomen, who had coun- 
seled him on yon memorable day in the log cabin. 

In a dimly lit hall of the very college he had been instrumental in 
founding, speaking before an academic gathering, Dr. Koren, some three 
decades later, had the following to say about that rural class of which he, 
a bearer of Europe’s culture and learning, had known nothing until he, 
as a pioneering pastor in a new land on another continent, had been 
thrown into its very midst: “I found more genuineness, more earnestness, 
more piety, more industry, a greater willingness to make personal sac- 
rifices, greater honesty, less discontent, than I generally had met with 
hitherto. Differences there were to be found here also, to be sure. Here 
and there I would meet with questionable characters, unreliable persons, 
hypocrites, factious fellows, captious, self-made saints, eye-servants, and 
drunkards; but the average among them had the above-mentioned vir- 
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tues, and not a few of those farmers and their wives I found to be such 
genuine pearls that I had to consider it an undeserved honor to be 
known as their friend. And our Norwegian farmers in this country 
stand as a class, in my estimation, in actual worth above any other class 
I personally have learned to know.” 


Sincerity and honor, generosity of spirit, a delicate regard to the 
feelings of others, a nice perception of what is due them — yes, they are 
the marks of a true gentleman; and the perceiving Parkman no doubt 
remembered, with sorrow, fellow-graduates of Harvard who, measured 
by these standards, would have come short of the mark which the un- 
lettered frontiersman, Henry Chatillon, had reached. 

And has ever a more touching tribute been paid any one than that 
which the man of classics, the scion of Europe’s finest culture and learn- 
ing, pays the God-fearing men and women on the outposts of civilization? 
— “Not a few of those farmers and their wives I found to be such genuine 
pearls that I had to consider it an undeserved honor to be known as 
their friend . . . in actual worth above any other class I personally have 
learned to know!” Norman A. Manson, in the Lutheran Sentinel 


A Preacher’s Source of Strength 


Matthew Arnold walked through East London’s squalid streets, ob- 
serving the wretchedness of that industrial region in that Victorian era, 
on a hot August day. He made one of his most thought-provoking short 
poems out of a chance encounter with a preacher friend there. 


I met a preacher there I knew and said: 

“Tll and o’erworked, how fare you in this scene?” 
“Bravely!” said he, “for I of late have been 

Much cheered with thoughts of Christ, the living Bread.” 


Watchman-Examiner 
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Missouri Said to Stand for “Bible Literalism.” — Writing for the 
Christian Century (non-denominational), Dr. Charles Leslie Venable 
(U. L. C. A.) reports on the convention of the Missouri Synod at Fort 
Wayne and on the position taken there concerning union with other 
Lutheran bodies. Dr. Venable says: “Three of the items on which Mis- 
souri Lutherans insist in such considerations of unity are refusal of 
membership to members of lodges, Bible literalism, and the refusal of 
pulpit- and altar-fellowship with other Protestant Christians.” If 
Dr. Venable, in describing our attitude toward the Bible, had said that 
we insist on obedience to everything that the Bible says, his statement 
would have been correct. The term Bible literalism has a different 
meaning. It describes a literalistic interpretation of the Bible, an in- 
terpretation which fails to take into consideration all proper hermeneu- 
tical principles of exposition and clings to the meaning of the letter, 
even if it can be proved that the language is figurative and the words 
in question must not be taken literally. Fundamentalists frequently 
manifest Bible literalism. When, for instance, they interpret Isaiah 2 
with its prophecy “that the mountain of the Lord’s house shall be estab- 
lished in the top of the mountains and shall be exalted above the hills” 
in such a way that they make the prophet here speak of a mountain 
of earth and stone, they become guilty of literalistic interpretation, 
ignoring what the Word of God in plain passages says about the nature 
of the Messianic kingdom. It is often said that the Lutheran Church 
advocates the literal interpretation of the Bible. That statement is not 
entirely correct. At any rate, it requires an explanation. The Lutheran 
Church insists that the Bible must be interpreted according to the real 
meaning of the author, which implies that whenever figurative language 
is used, it must be recognized as figurative and not be given a literal 
interpretation. It seems that Dr. Venable in his remarks about the Mis- 
souri Synod has become the victim of rather confused thinking. A. 

Verbal Inspiration Not a Theory but a Doctrine.— The Journal of 
Theology of the American Lutheran Conference deserves unstinted praise 
for taking up for discussion theological subjects which at present are 
in controversy. As it does so, it becomes refreshingly interesting. By 
doing so, it also aids the cause of Lutheran church union, which is 
possible only if true unity in faith is achieved; for to attain such unity 
we must know clearly and unmistakably where we stand. Under these 
circumstances we commend also the frankness with which at times 
opinions are voiced which challenge criticism. One may regret that 
certain opinions prevail, but if they do prevail, it certainly is much 
more honest and helpful that they should be expressed than that they 
should be concealed. If in the following the writer amends an editorial 
published in a recent number of the Journal (June, 1941, p. 546f.), he 
wishes it to be understood that what he writes he is writing merely in 
the interest of fostering the doctrinal rapprochement which is necessary 
for establishing true church union. 
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Discussing the difference between theory and fact, the writer in 
the article just referred to declares that while a fact in theology must 
invariably be accepted, the theory or interpretation of that fact may or 
may not be adequate, so that, “as we go deeper into God’s revelation of 
Himself, we may find that our theories about it must be revised,” the 
theologian realizing that “his theories may be transitional.” “The facts 
of Christianity abide, but my interpretation of those facts may never be 
fully adequate. The theologian should ever be careful in making himself 
or any one else believe that he has the final word when it comes to 
interpreting God’s revelation to himself.” The author then illustrates 
what he has in mind by referring to the doctrine of Biblical inspiration. 
He writes: 

“We might use the inspiration of the Scriptures as an example. The 
Christian must recognize, and does recognize, that the Bible is inspired 
by the Spirit of God and that it is therefore the very Word of God 
for us. That is the fact. There can be no argument among Christians on 
that fact. However, many theories have been advanced as to how God 
inspired the Bible. In the confessional writings of the Lutheran Church 
no theory as to how God inspired the Bible is advanced. The Confessions 
simply recognize the Bible as inspired and as the Word of God. All 
theories of inspiration within the Lutheran Church are the theories 
of individuals, some more and some less adequate. Perhaps the last 
word will never be said as to how God inspired the Bible.” 

The editorial closes with the words: “Facts remain, but theories 
may be transitional; for ‘now we see in a mirror, darkly,’ and we have 
not yet fully understood God’s ways with us.” 

Considering the editorial in general, let us bear in mind that our 
Lutheran teachers, in conformity with their doctrine of the Schrift- 
prinzip, have never ventured theories or interpretations of facts simply 
stated as such in Scripture, but have always warned against human 
speculations concerning theological facts stated in God’s Word. The 
Real Presence thus is a fact taught in Scripture, and we accept it as 
a fact and do not venture any theories or interpretations beyond what 
Scripture teaches on this point. The same may be said of other facts 
taught in the Bible; we accept these facts and risk no speculation or 
theory in absence of any express explanation given by God Himself. 
Here the axiom applies Quod non est Biblicum, non est theologicum. On 
the other hand, since all theological and other facts in Scripture are 
given us “for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in 
righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16), Scripture adds to the given facts such 
necessary expositions as will help us sufficiently to understand them, 
though only so much is supplied as will aid us “for our learning, that we 
through patience and comfort of the Scriptures might have hope” (Rom. 
15:4). For example, not the mere fact of the Holy Trinity is stated in 
God’s Word, but a complete doctrine of the Holy Trinity, complete, of 
course, in the sense of sufficient for salvation. This holds true of all 
salvation facts set forth in Holy Writ, such as the personal union of 
the two natures in Christ, the fall of man, the vicarious atonement, the 
absolving resurrection of our Lord, and the like. Scripture, then, is 
not a book of mere facts, concerning which we must fabricate our own 
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explanations, theories, or interpretations; but it is a salvation book 
of salvation facts, with the necessary explanations appended, so that 
it can “make us wise unto salvation.” In fact, to propose theories or 
interpretations where Scripture has given none is unscriptural and 
therefore sinful, for it adds to the Word of God (Rev. 22:18), and for such 
“wood, hay, stubble,” built upon the Scriptural foundation of “gold, 
silver, precious stones,” the unfaithful steward of God’s mysteries wiil 
be punished on Judgment Day. (1 Cor. 3:11-15.) 

What has just been said is true also of the Biblical fact that the 
Bible is the Word of God. Scripture tells us not only that it is, wholly 
and in part, God’s Word, but explains also why it is the Word of God 
and how this unique Book came to be the Word of God. In other 
words, also here we have both fact and explanation of fact, given by 
God Himself. Briefly expressed, the doctrine is: The Bible is the 
Word of God, because it was given by inspiration of the Holy Ghost. 
But what is inspiration? 

We fully agree with the writer regarding facts and theories, so 
far as human theories are concerned. Of the “intuition theory,” the 
“illumination theory,” the “mechanical dictation theory,” the “dynamical 
theory,” the “partial-inspiration theory,” the “concept theory,” the 
“degree-inspiration theory,” and the like, it must be admitted that all 
of them are “theories of individuals,” and wrong theories at that, which 
contradict clear passages of God’s Word. Inspiration is not what these 
theories claim it is; all of the theories misrepresent Scriptural inspira- 
tion and must therefore be rejected as false and pernicious. In this 
respect we go much farther than the writer does in his editorial. What 
is of men, has no place in God’s teaching. 

However, when we speak of “plenary inspiration” and “verbal 
inspiration,” we are not dealing with theories of men, but with doctrines 
of God, lucidly set forth in His Word. Take, for example, plenary, or 
full, inspiration (“All Scripture is equally inspired”). This is a clear 
teaching of Scripture, for it is attested in unmistakable words in 2 Tim. 
3:16 (not to speak of other passages), the Revised Version translation 
of the passage being obviously erroneous (cf. Evans The Great Doctrines 
of the Bible, p. 201). So also verbal inspiration is not a theory, but a 
doctrina divina, clearly taught in God’s Word. When, for example, 
St. Peter writes that “holy men of God spake as they were moved 
by the Holy Ghost” (2 Pet.1:21), he teaches verbal inspiration; for the 
holy writers (holy in the sense of having been appointed for a sacred 
task) brought forth words under the influence of the Holy Spirit; in 
other words, they spoke those very words which the Holy Ghost moved 
them to speak or gave them to speak. This is no eisegesis, but the 
simple sense and thought which the clear text states. Or when St. Paul 
writes to the Corinthians: “Which things also we speak not in the 
words which man’s wisdom teacheth but which the Holy Ghost teacheth” 
(1 Cor. 2:13), he again teaches verbal inspiration, and this so clearly 
and definitely that really there can be no misunderstanding of his 
words. Or when the same apostle declares that the things which he 
writes are “the commandments of the Lord” (1Cor.14:37), he once 
more teaches verbal inspiration; for God’s commandments must have 
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been conveyed to him in words, there being no other way of com- 
munication, since God chose the way of imparting knowledge to man 
by words. Throughout Scripture we find that whenever God has some- 
thing to make known to man, He speaks to him. Or when Scripture 
says that the “Holy Ghost spake well by Esaias the prophet unto our 
fathers” (Acts 28:25), it teaches verbal inspiration; for, according to 
these words, whatever Isaiah spoke the Holy Ghost spoke, and vice versa. 
Or when Jesus says that it is “the Spirit of your Father which speaketh 
in you” (Matt. 10:20), our Lord teaches verbal inspiration in unmistakable 
terms. Or when St.Paul avers that it is Christ “speaking in him” 
(2 Cor. 13:3), he teaches verbal inspiration. In fact, there is a whole 
cloud of witnessing passages in Scripture teaching, with one accord 
and the same emphasis, verbal inspiration, that is, the doctrine that God 
gave us the Bible by supplying the holy writers with the words which 
they were to speak or write. 

We therefore affirm on the basis of these many clear and irrefutable 
passages that Holy Scripture came about in this way, that the Holy 
Ghost Himself provided its words through the chosen penmen. That 
is no human theory but a clear doctrine of God’s Word; or, let us say, it 
is a Scripture teaching. However, what is an evident Scripture teaching 
cannot be a theory, since a theory is a “proposed explanation, designed 
to account for any phenomenon,” and, let us not forget, a proposed 
explanation suggested by men. But if the doctrine of verbal inspiration 
is a manifest Scripture teaching, then it is incorrect not only to speak 
of it as a theory but also to declare that “the last word will never be 
said as to how God inspired the Bible.” As a matter of fact, the last 
word has already been said on this point by God Himself. We may, 
of course, not understand all psychological processes involved in inspira- 
tion, just as we do not understand all psychological processes involved in 
conversion; but we know essentially and sufficiently how God inspired 
the Bible (He imparted the words), just as we know essentially how 
God converts sinners (He imparts faith). Articles such as “Theory 
and Fact” are definitely unfair, not only to Scripture but also to those 
who read theological journals for guidance in doctrine. They befog the 
issue and mislead the reader, perhaps not intentionally but beyond 
doubt factually. Unless the reader is well grounded in God’s Word, he 
will put the editorial aside with the thought “Well, verbal inspiration 
is a theory and not a fact; so why waste time on it!” Or: “Plenary 
inspiration is a theory and not a fact; so why quibble!” In reality, the 
doctrine of verbal and plenary inspiration belongs to the clearest 
doctrines taught in Scripture, just because they are of so great 
importance to the believer. Without this doctrine the Christian cannot 
believe and confess: “The Bible is the Word of God.” The Bible is the 
Word of God only because of the fact of verbal and plenary inspiration. 
That is the long and short of it. 

Of course, there are other points to consider which we cannot discuss 
here without making this editorial endlessly long. Verbal inspiration 
does not mean mechanical dictation, as already our dogmaticians pointed 
out when they said that the holy writers wrote intelligently and voli- 
tionally. But that is quite another story. This editorial aims to show 
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only: (1) that verbal inspiration is not a human theory but a Scripture 
teaching; and (2) that verbal inspiration explains sufficiently to the 
believer “how God inspired the Bible.” If we “now see in a mirror, 
darkly,” it is not on the doctrine of verbal inspiration. J.T. M. 


The Importance of Doctrinal Discussions. — In view of the tendency 
manifesting itself here and there to reduce doctrinal discussions at 
conventions to a minimum and to spend most of the time debating 
practical questions, this item from the Presbyterian takes on special 
interest. 

“The Bills and Overtures Committee rewrote the Cedar Rapids 
Overture to the following text: 

“*The General Assembly, recognizing that the doctrinal standards of 
the Presbyterian Church in the United States are substantially identical 
with our standards, expresses the hope and prayer that these two 
great branches of the Presbyterian Church may once again be organically 
united in the service of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. This General 
Assembly reaffirms the fidelity of the Church to its doctrinal standards 
and declares itself convinced that its ministers and elders are loyal to 
their ordination vows, and we believe that the God of our fathers, who 
used them abundantly in winning their liberties, shaping the institu- 
tions, and laying the spiritual foundations of this nation, is calling the 
inheritors of their convictions in this urgent day to witness in a reunited 
Church to the truths of the Gospel of Christ, on which alone a just 
and fraternal commonwealth can be reared, and which are the only 
hope for a world of righteousness and peace.’ 

“The Cedar Rapids Overture had our editorial backing when it 
appeared. We would have preferred it. We like to hear a chime of 
Gospel bells. It embraced a statement which the Presbyterian Church, 


_U.S., has recently seen fit to make a deliverance by its Assembly. How- 


ever, instead of moving ‘no action,’ which happened to a similar overture 
last year, the committee took the greatest interest in the subject. Much 
time was given to the formulation of another wording. The resulting 
deliverance, as printed above, is an excellent statement. We do not 
compare it with the other. We judge it per se. We seconded its 
adoption. We did it for these reasons: First, it seemed like a thoroughly 
sound and important statement of our doctrinal interest and allegiance. 
Second, the members of the current Committee on Bills and Overtures 
devoted themselves most whole-heartedly to its discussion, and in this 
the chairman led with his interest, attention, and devotion. Third, the 
occasion put the Assembly forward on the way for a time when, we 
hope, great heartening doctrinal deliverances will once again become 
a common practice at the sessions of the highest court of our Church. 
We deplore the ignorance of Christian doctrine in our Church but 
forget that the old custom of the Assembly delivering, year by year, 
great statements on doctrine did much to cultivate the membership and 
the public. Recently all our interest has been to pass resolutions on 
social, economic, and political matters. Naturally, the theological level 
has deteriorated. This Assembly marked what we believe is a whole- 
some turn in a better direction.” A. 
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The Assumption of Mother Mary.—In America (Roman Catholic) 
for August 9, 1941, there appeared an article with the heading, “The 
Virgin Mother Died, but Her Body Is in Heaven.” It is of interest to 
see how the author proves that the assumption of Mother Mary into 
heaven is a historical fact. He admits: “In the Scriptures there is 
nothing about the death or assumption of the Mother of God.” He con- 
tinues: “The Church writings of the following three or four centuries 
are concerned with apologetic and doctrinal questions of many kinds. 
There is in them much direct testimony about the holiness and pre- 
rogatives of Our Lady, and some few passages concerning her assump- 
tion. It is in the fifth and sixth centuries that we begin to hear definitely 
and increasingly that Mary died and that shortly after her death she 
was taken, body and soul, into heaven. ... Even the first notices of 
the assumption are earmarked with the note that the doctrine is treasured 
in the memories of the Church. Before the year 600 A. D. the Em- 
peror Mauritius found the Feast of the Assumption so popular in certain 
parts of his empire that he extended it to all his provinces. It was 
celebrated on the 15th of August and was called the Dormition of Our 
Lady.” We pause. Dormition means “sleeping” or “falling asleep.” It 
evidently refers to the death of Mary. How one can argue from the 
existence of a festival with that name that there was a wide-spread be- 
lief of Mary’s bodily assumption into heaven is beyond us. The writer 
quotes the preface of an old Gothic Mass, in which it is stated that 
Mary’s body after her death did not see corruption. The assumption of 
her body into heaven is not mentioned. He continues: “This is but 
one of the numerous passages of the early centuries on which the 
Church bases her approval of the doctrine of the assumption. It is not 
yet a defined article of faith; yet it has been held dearly through many 
centuries and seems clearly included among the prerogatives which God 
conferred on His blessed Mother. It is very probable that our own 
century will see this doctrine raised to the dignity of an article of faith. 
If so, we shall then complete the tale of the end of Mary’s days with 
as beautiful a doctrine as that which touches her beginnings in im- 
maculate conception.” Our only comment is, The Lord says: “In vain 
they do worship Me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men.” 
A. 

The Situation in Latin America.— The Catholic hierarchy of Latin 
America is suspicious of the U.S. A. That is Harold Callender’s con- 
viction, after an extensive tour of the continent in the interests of The 
New York Times. There are other reasons, economic and political, of 
course, to account for Uncle Sam’s hard road to friendship with his 
southern neighbors, some of them, no doubt, justifiable at times. Never- 
theless, the hierarchical suspicion may be accepted as fundamental: 
(1) The spirit of the Catholic Church is naturally totalitarian, in thought 
and system, but the South American branch is even more remote from 
the democratic point of view than the European branches. Moreover, 
the South American states have evolved largely in the atmosphere of 
the strife of opposing dictators. (2) The masses of the Latin Americans 
are more open to the influencing of their opinions by the Church be- 
cause of their large ratio of illiteracy. (3) The South American Church 
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is naturally suspicious because the U.S.A. is usually credited with being 
a Protestant country; is the supposed home of the fullest freedom of 
speech and action, furnishes a fertile breeding-ground for a multiplicity 
of sects that might presumably be dangerous to the Holy Church; be- 
cause of our frequently expressed sympathy for leftist movements (like 
the Spanish Loyalists, for instance), though Protestantism itself is also 
regarded as leftist in its very nature; distrust of the spread of the in- 
fluence of Free Masonry in the U.S.A.; resentment of Protestant mis- 
sions, which they regard as propaganda. Fortunately the Catholic Church 
in South America does not have the dominating power it once exercised 
in national affairs other than religious, and there are many other interests 
throughout the southern continent which favor the growth of closer re- 
lations with the U.S. A. The Lutheran 


Brief Items.—In the Lutheran of July 9 a brief news item states 
that a Lutheran evangelist in China, Mr.Hsu, was beheaded by guer- 
rillas. He was carrying money intended for the erection of a Christian 
chapel in the village where he was working. The accusation was raised 
that he was assisting the Communists. Apparently one is justified in 
placing him among modern martyrs of our faith. 

In California Gov. C.B. Olson has killed by pocket veto a bill per- 
mitting released-time religious instruction in that State. 

Rev. and Mrs. Charles Bishop, aged 91 and 84, respectively, mis- 
sionaries of the Methodist Episcopal Church who came to Japan, he in 
1878, she in 1879, have returned to the United States. What a record 
is theirs! 

It is said that the First Presbyterian Church of Seattle is the largest 
Presbyterian Church in the world. Its late pastor, Dr. Mark Matthews, 
reputed to be a staunch Fundamentalist, was a national figure. Rev. F.P. 
McConkey of Detroit will be his successor. 

From Africa comes the information that it is now possible for the 
Board of Foreign Missions of the United Presbyterian Church of North 
America to resume fully its work in Ethiopia. The difficulty of bringing 
new missionaries into the field still exists for this board as well as for all 
other boards with similar obligations. 

The press reports that Senator Capper has introduced a resolution 
in the United States Senate seeking to amend the Constitution in such 
a way that Congress may pass uniform divorce laws. No one will 
deny that the divorce evil in America has assumed such proportions 
that it cries to heaven, a condition much favored by the laxity of 
divorce laws in a number of our States. 

News dispatches carry the information that Chancellor Hitler has 
forbidden the preaching and practice of Christian Science in Germany. 
The cablegram says that allegedly the step was taken “for the protection 
of the public and the state.” 

In Meta, Osage County, Mo., a Catholic parochial school had been 
taken into the public-school system and was supported by the tax- 
payers’ money. Now the Missouri Supreme Court has ruled that public 
tax money must not be used for the support of parochial schools. Who- 
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ever wishes to safeguard the principle of the separation of Church and 
State will applaud this decision. 

In Massachusetts the Supreme Court has overruled the lower courts 
which had condemned three children of a Jehovah’s Witnesses family 
to commitment to a reform school for refusing to salute the flag. The 
Civil Liberties Union fought the battle for the children. 

A spokesman for Capital University, American Lutheran school in 
Columbus, O., says that refusal of United States draft boards to place 
in deferred classification students who plan to enter theological semi- 
naries will “wipe out” seminary enrolments by 1942. The Roman Catholic 
bishop of the Columbus diocese, the Rev. James J. Hartley, makes a 
similar protest against the draft board attitude, saying that it will result 
in serious shortage of candidates for the priesthood. Eight students in 
St. Charles Borromeo College Seminary at Columbus, O., were recently 
reclassified from 4-D to 1-A. The Lutheran 

The Icelandic Synod, whose president is the Rev. K. K. Olafson of 
Seattle, now is a member of the U. L. C. A., having been received into 
that body in Omaha, Oct., 1940. Concerning the convention of the 
Icelandic Synod, held in Winnipeg, Man., the report in the Lutheran 
(U.L.C. A.) states that the opening service was conducted in Icelandic, 
that in the business sessions this language, too, was used “although any 
one is privileged to speak in English if he prefers.” Pastors and delegates 
numbered 50. The report says that in this church-body the laymen 
could always outvote the ministers. Evidently the number of the pastors 
is smaller than that of the lay delegates. 

Mennonites in Lancaster County, Pa., plan to leave the United States 
and to emigrate to Paraguay, where they have been promised not only 
full religious liberty but freedom from military service. The reason for 
this move is the difficulty their young men are experiencing with respect 
to the draft. 

Such Federal action as issuance of defense bonds and the recent 
aluminum campaign were specifically opposed by the General Conference 
of Mennonites of North America with the adoption of a resolution con- 
demning these militaristic practices at its 29th triennial Conference in 
Souderton, Pa. More than five hundred delegates heard and adopted 
the report of the Peace Committee of the Conference, reaffirming the 
denomination’s traditional stand against war. The Church went on record 
as approving work camps for its conscientious objector members enrolled 
by the Selective Service Act. By this action it did not agree with at 
least some factions of another “plain” sect, the Old Order Amish, who 
have voiced opposition to work camps and are asking agricultural de- 
ferment for their members. All military preparation, direct or indirect, 
was opposed by the Mennonites. They will take no part in munitions- 
making, purchasing of war bonds, or military training. It was announced, 
however, that Mennonite relief work would continue to Britain, France, 
and Poland, in cooperation with the Friends. Individual members of the 
Church were urged to devote any extra profit which may accrue to them 
in wartime to the relief of suffering. Nine new congregations were ad- 
mitted to the Conference. — Christian Century. A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Can We Still Hold to the Lutheran Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper? 
By Dr. M. Reu. The Wartburg Press, Columbus, O. 88 pages. 
Price, 50 cts., net. 

Here we have an extremely valuable monograph supplementing 
through its examination of the modern antithesis the presentation of the 
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper by our classical dogmaticians. No one 
will deny that it is important for Lutheran theologians constantly to 
restudy what the Scriptures say on the great teachings of the Church. 
A renewed survey of the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper by Lutheran 
pastors and teachers has become doubly necessary in these days, be- 
cause many so-called Lutheran theologians no longer hold the doctrine 
of Luther, of the Lutheran Confessions, and of our great Lutheran 
dogmaticians. Quite a general apostasy in this sphere seems to have 
occurred, reminding one of what took place in the period of rationalism 
a century and a half ago. While, as Dr. Reu shows, not all of the promi- 
nent Lutheran theologians in Germany have joined in this denial, the 
majority, alas, seem to have adopted the view of Calvin or some similar 
doctrine. It was undoubtedly this falling away from the confessional 
Lutheran position which induced Dr. Reu at the Luther Academy in 
Dubuque in 1940 to reexamine the question whether the Lutheran doc- 
trine of the Lord’s Supper agrees with the Scriptures. 

The pamphlet containing the three lectures which Dr. Reu delivered 
on this subject is divided into two parts: 1) The Origin of the Lord’s 
Supper, and 2) the Meaning of the Lord’s Supper. In the first part the 
author surveys the view advanced by many modern scholars that if 
Jesus instituted the Lord’s Supper, its original character was different 
from that given in the New Testament, or that Jesus did not institute 
the Lord’s Supper at all, and that the New Testament doctrine of the 
Lord’s Supper represents a development in early Christianity, a Chris- 
tianity profoundly influenced by elements outside of it. Many of these 
negative critics put forth the thesis that it is Paul who must be looked 
upon as the founder of the Lord’s Supper, Paul, who in his turn had 
imbibed numerous ideas current in the religions and cults (such as 
those of Mithras and Attis) about him. These modern views are 
thoroughly examined, and the author demonstrates to the satisfaction 
of all who are not prejudiced that these negative positions are entirely 
untenable. 

In an interesting fashion the learned author enters upon the problems 
of textual criticism which confront the exegete. In his view, the opinion 
that the authentic text of Luke (ch. 22:19 ff.) is the so-called “short 
text” (the text of Codex Bezae) must be adopted. My own opinion is 
that the longer text, as given in Nestle’s edition, though bracketed, need 
not be surrendered. I am willing to grant the high importance of Codex 
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Bezae and of the Itala, which are the chief authorities for the short form. 
But in view of the reading given in the Egyptian and Caesarean manu- 
scripts, to which may be added the Syrian text, although it presents 
the words of Jesus in a sequence different from that of our great 
codices, one may hold that the Christian tradition favors the longer 
text, and that the shorter reading is due to the misunderstanding of 
some early copyist. 

When the meaning of the Lord’s Supper is discussed, the old Lu- 
theran view is upheld that in the Sacrament Christ offers us His body 
and His blood together with the bread and the wine for oral eating 
and drinking in order to assure us of the forgiveness of sins. The 
slogans of the Lutheran dogmaticians in which they set forth their 
teaching, the unio sacramentalis, the manducatio oralis, and the com- 
munio indignorum, are reiterated and defended. The exegetical methods 
by means of which many modern theologians try to get rid of the old 
Lutheran teaching are not ignored, but fearlessly scrutinized. There is 
a candor in the presentation which convinces the reader that the author 
is not writing to uphold a thesis, but is looking for and defending 
the truth. 

Dr. Reu has rendered the Lutheran Church of America a great 
service through this treatise. Most of us have no access to the modern 
works which he quotes and examines. We have to fight the resultant 
unbelief, but the works to which this unbelief is largely due are beyond 
the reach of the average theologian. Let our pastors buy this learned, 
scholarly treatise and thank God for the confirmation it brings that the 


Lutheran teaching of the Lord’s Supper is firmly anchored in the divine 
Scriptures. W. ARNDT 


The Light of the World. A Children’s Christmas Service. By A. C. 
Mueller. 16 pages: Price: Per copy, 5 cts., postpaid; dozen, 
50 cts., and postage; 100, $3.50, and postage. 

The Story of the Reformation. Prepared by J.M. Weidenschilling. Con- 
cordia Publishing House, St.Louis, Mo. 15 pages. Price: Per 
copy, 5 cts., postpaid; dozen, 50 cts., and postage; 100, $3.50, and 
postage. 

Rally Day Service. Christian Stewardship. Prepared by Arthur L. 
Miller. Concordia Publishing House, St.Louis, Mo. 15 pages. 
Price: Per copy, 5 cts., postpaid; dozen, 50 cts., and postage; 
100, $3.50, and postage. 

The Children’s Christmas Service by our Sunday-school literature 
editor is a well-organized service along liturgical lines using the vesper 
service as basis. The recitaton material is divided into the following 
parts: 1. Night; 2. The Light of the Promise; 3. Toward the Dawn; 
4. Day; 5. The Light of the World; 6. Living in the Light. All but four 
of the eleven chorales and carols are taken from The Lutheran Hymnal. 
There are also nine additional recitations suitable for various age 
groups. It would have been well if the closing liturgy had also been 
printed out or at least indicated. The service is recommended to all 
our congregations. — Weidenschilling’s Children’s Reformation Service 
also has the background of the vesper service. The following outline 
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is used: 1. Martin Luther the Great Reformer; 2. How God Prepared 
Luther for his Life-work; 3. The Reformation; 4. The Blessings of 
the Reformation. While the material in most instances may be too 
much for the ordinary festival service of this kind, the author has 
marked those questions which may be omitted with an asterisk. For 
the convenience of those who do not care for the question-and-answer 
method, the author has so arranged his material that the questions may 
be omitted, and the answers, which form a continuous narrative, may 
be recited by the children. The hymns in the program which appear 
in The Lutheran Hymnal have been given in their newly revised 
form.—The Rally Day Service by Arthur L. Miller is built into the 
morning service following the arrangement of The Lutheran Hymnal 
and the children’s program coming after the Apostles’ Creed. The 
material is arranged as follows: 1. The Stewardship of Time (Primary 
Department); 2. The Stewardship of Talents (Junior Department) ; 
3. The Stewardship of Money (Intermediate Department); 4. The 
Stewardship of God’s Word (Senior Department). This notice will 
appear too late for the use of this service in the current year. Our 
pastors, however, will do well to keep it in mind for future use. 
W. G. Potack 

The Sovereignty of God or the Proceedings of the First American Cal- 

vinistic Conference. Edited by Jacob T. Hoogstra, Th. D., President. 

Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 216 pages, 

5%x7%. Price, $1.50. 

These essays and addresses, by members of the Reformed, the Chris- 
tian Reformed, and the Presbyterian churches, strikingly exemplify the 
tragic inconsistency that marks the Calvinistic theology. On the one 
hand, the Scriptural teaching that the sinner owes his salvation to grace 
alone is stoutly maintained, maintained in spite of the protest of reason. 
“Sinners have earned the wrath and curse of God, and if they are to 
be freed from His righteous wrath, it can be only as the outcome of His 
holy will in gracious intervention.” “The cause, or fault, of this unbelief 
as of all other sins is in no wise in God, but in man. But faith in Jesus 
Christ, and salvation through Him, is the free gift of God” (Canons of 
Dort). “This choice was not made of works or good desert on the part 
of the one who was chosen. ... Esau went on in sin. So, too, would 
Jacob have done but for God’s call. He was chosen not for good that 
was in him.... Each was a sinner, and, on the ground of merit, each 
had earned the same doom” (Pp. 46, 63, 175 ff.). Reason rises to protest 
against this teaching of sola gratia, but it was not given the floor at the 
First American Calvinistic Conference. One of the favorite arguments 
of the Pelagians and Synergists is thus disposed of in the Proceedings: 
“The plea may be put forward that man is responsible for only what 
is within reach and compass of his present power.... They reason that 
when men are called upon to repent and believe the gospel, they must 
’ have some reserve of power still inherent in their nature, which lays 
a rational ground for asking such obedience from them! Along this line 
lies Pelagianism, with its diluted varieties and modifications in semi- 
Pelagian Synergism and Arminianism. Those who espouse this kind of 
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teaching reason from ‘I must’ to ‘I can.’ They infer that there is power 
where there is duty. The pride of unbroken and unhumbled human 
nature comes out in the Kantian ethic that deduces ‘I can’ from ‘I ought.’ 
... The truth of Scripture, the whole truth as to man’s awful ruin, is 
to be held and taught subject to no abatement. The truth that man 
ought to obey and yet cannot is to be maintained in its integrity” 
(P.47f.). This is a fine application of the Christian principle proclaimed 
on page 150: “We do not consider our reason as an autonomous power, 
but a gift of God which must always remain subject to His revelation.” 
On the other hand, these same Calvinistic doctors succumb to carnal 
reason when they persist in maintaining the Calvinistic dogma of an 
election of wrath. We read: “Since faith is thus given to some and not 
to others and given to those who are equally unworthy with those to 
whom it is not given, the ultimate reason is that God is pleased thus 
to operate in some and not in others.” Predestination is “the decree that 
bears in electing grace on the destiny of the people of God and the twin 
decree that bears on the appointed destiny of those that He is pleased 
to pass over and ordain to wrath and dishonor as the reward of their sin.” 
“The last Assembly maintained intact the Westminster doctrine of pre- 
destination and preterition.” “Well, here is Calvinism in its most charac- 
teristic doctrinal features. Here are unconditional election, limited atone- 
ment, irrestistible or efficacious grace, and the perseverance of the saints. 
. . . We feel ourselves at the threshold of the Holy of Holies when we 
make this public confession” (Pp.39, 51, 164, 212). And this flagrant 
denial of the Scriptural teaching of universal grace is based solely on 
rational considerations. The decree of the election of grace must have 
a twin decree, the election of wrath. The “sovereignty of God,” mis- 
interpreted by reason, demands such a teaching. What a tragedy — here 
are men who uphold the sola gratia in spite of the protest of reason and 
deny the gratia universalis on the behest of reason! 

On the question of Inspiration the First American Calvinistic Con- 
gress takes the Scriptural position. “Here (John 10:35; Matt.5:18) we 
see that Christ extends the authority of Scripture to the very letter” 
(P.199). In the essay on “The Sovereignty of God and the Barthians” we 
read: “To us, the stability of the Christian faith and of the Christian life 
hang together most intimately with the Bible as their only infallible rule 
and norm, and with its verbal inspiration. To our ears it sounds strange 
indeed when the question is asked: When is the Bible inspired? And 
yet this impossible question is in all seriousness asked and answered by 
Barth. ... Barth holds that the Bible is indeed inspired, verbally in- 
spired in the strictest sense, when taken up in the complete circuit of 
the revelation as it passes from the triune sovereign Lord who is re- 
vealed in it and reaches the Holy Spirit, who hears the revealing 
Word in the faith of the sinner. ... The verbal inspiration of the Bible 
hinges from case to case and from incident to incident and from moment 
to moment on the inscrutable working of God’s sovereign good plea- 
sure in such fashion that the same Bible may in the same hour and 
moment be inspired in the case of one man and uninspired in the case 
of the other” (P.86).— By the way, Barth’s theology in general is thus 
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characterized: “All that we can say on the basis of our actual obser- 
vation is that Barth is adrift. He has sailed forth from the modernistic 
port on a course that took him nearer and nearer to the Calvinistic 
haven, but as far as appearances go, there is greater, far greater, prob- 
ability that he will reach the shores of Anabaptism, to ee he is 
perilously near” (P. 90). 

The discussion of the difficult question of Necessity and Freedom, 
God’s Sovereignty and Human Responsibility, is most helpful. We read: 
“At one and the same time God is sovereign and supreme, and the will 
of man is naturally and morally free” (P.54). “Morally free” is thus 
defined: “As for the term ‘human responsibility,’ I should say that it 
is intended to express the truth: Man by creation is a moral creature. 
As such he is fully accountable to his Creator for all his thoughts, words 
and actions. ... Man was created to live responsibly in a universe 
over which a sovereign God presides” (P. 184f.). “Man is responsible 
for his causality in every case” (P.156). Note particularly this: “In 
considering any human event, we are called to run both the divine and 
human line accurately through the event and carefully to avoid chang- 
ing categories in the midst of the consideration. Forgetting this axiom, 
some Primitive Baptists have said that since God raised up Judas for 
the purpose which he fulfilled, therefore, he would be saved. Deter- 
minism teaches the single line of God’s will and makes no provision for 
human responsibility” (P.158). Most helpful of all is this: “We see that 
it is quite consistent to ascribe to man as a moral agent an inalienable 
freedom, while in regard to spiritual service to God, his Maker, we deny 
to him as fallen the true and holy freedom which was his glory in his 
unfallen state” (P.55). 

“The objective of this Conference was to ‘rally positive Calvinists to 
state to defend, and to propagate historic Calvinism in this, our age.’” 

TH. ENGELDER 
Courage in Christ. By Walter A. Maier, Ph.D. Concordia Publishing 
House, St.Louis, Mo. 387 pages, 542x734. Price, $1.50. 

This book presents the sermons which were delivered by Dr. Walter 
A. Maier during the eighth season of the Lutheran Hour on a coast-to- 
coast network on Sunday afternoons, from October, 1940, till shortly 
after Easter, 1941. Conditions in our country and in the world at large 
were unusual at that time, and this fact is reflected in the sermons. 
Dr. Maier writes in the Foreword to his book, “Written during a tur- 
bulent world-crisis, these messages mirror the moving issues of our day, 
particularly those which affect the Christian and His Church. War is 
discussed in greater detail than in previous volumes. Avoiding the 
errors of pacifism and the menace of militarism, these references to 
current hostilities seek to restate and apply the Biblical utterances con- 
cerning international conflicts. With Luther, I have emphasized the 
disastrous consequences following wide-spread warfare. I have de- 
nounced the tyranny and despotism of Nazism, Fascism, and Communism; 
but I have tried not to blind myself to the serious dangers confronting 
our own national life: the breakdown of the home, godless education, 
rampant crime, corruption of justice, class-struggle, radical, anti-Scrip- 
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tural theories of government and administration, the disloyalty to Christ 
in modernist circles, and particularly the religious indifference that 
keeps more than half our population away from the Church. 

“These conditions, however, were discussed only incidentally, as the 
background for the one message to which every Lutheran Hour address 
has been dedicated: the free, completed, assured Gospel of Jesus Christ, 
the divine Redeemer. Every time I stepped before the microphone, I was 
prayerfully conscious that multitudes would doubtless be tuned in who 
were unacquainted with the clear promises of the atonement through 
the Savior, and I felt it a sacred duty to show the way of salvation in 
each message, to explain how for every problem the penitent, trusting 
soul can find courage in Christ. 

“It has never been popular to’ preach the Law in its severity and 
the Gospel in its divine comfort; yet through the undeserved grace of 
God the eighth Lutheran Hour brought a greater response than ever 
before. About 200,000 individual letters and postal cards were received 
at the headquarters and in my office — as high as 13,000 in a single week, 
more than 5,000 in one day! These communications came from practically 
all the religious groups in our country and from varied social strata. 
Correspondence from State governors, members of Congress, mayors of 
cities, college presidents, authors, shows the ever-widening influence of 
our mission. Most gratifying was the extensive tribute from the 
labor group.” 

The Lutheran Hour on a coast-to-coast network has brought our 
Lutheran Church and its teachings to a large number of people in our 
country and in Canada who otherwise would not have been reached 
by our churches, has been a great source of spiritual comfort to thou- 
sands, has added members to our churches, and has opened many doors 
to our pastors and missionaries. By this time we are taking the Lutheran 
Hour for granted, and we probably fail to realize what a great blessing 
it has proved to be, especially also since it is now also being broadcast 
and heard in many foreign countries. Putting the Lutheran Hour 
sermons into print will increase their usefulness. The radio is a mar- 
velous means of bringing the Gospel to many. May the Lord continue 
His blessing not only to the Lutheran Hour, but also to the many re- 
ligious broadcasts that are made by our pastors over KFUO and over 
many other stations throughout our country, also in such countries as 
Australia and New Zealand. J. H.C. Frrrz 
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